EPA/ROD/R04-97/203
1997

EPA Superfund
Record of Decision:

NORTH BELMONT PCE
EPA ID: NCD986187128
Ou 01

NORTH BELMONT, NC
09/24/1997



<I M5 SRC 972030>

NORTH BELMONT PCE SI TE

NORTH BELMONT, GASTON COUNTY
NORTH CARCLI NA

RECORD CF DECI SI ON

<I MG SRC 97023A>

REG ON |V
ATLANTA, GECRG A
SEPTEMBER, 1997



DECLARATI ON FOCR THE RECORD OF DEC SI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

North Bel mont PCE Site
North Bel nont, Gaston County, North Carolina

STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docurment presents the selected renedial action for the North Belnont PCE Site
in North Bel mont, Gaston County, North Carolina, chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive
Envi ronnent al Response, Conpensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the
Super fund Arendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986 (SARA) and, to the extent practicable, the
Nati onal Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on the adm nistrative record file for
this Site.

The State of North Carolina concurs with the sel ected renedy.
ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE
Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by

i npl enenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision, nmay present an i nm nent
and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This renedy addressees the principle threat posed by the Site. The najor threat is the
cont am nat ed groundwat er enanating frombeneath the Site

The maj or conponents of the sel ected groundwater renedy include:

. Installation of an in-well vapor stripping systemto treat contam nated groundwater
that is above Maxi num Contam nant Levels or the North Carolina G oundwater Standards,
whi chever are nore protective for each particul ar contam nant;

. In-situ biorenediation;

. Connection of affected residences, businesses, churches, etc currently not on city
water to the Gty of Belnont or Gaston County public water supply;

. Optional wellhead treatnent for affected private wells; and
. Conti nued anal ytical nonitoring for contam nants in groundwater
STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The sel ected remedy is protective of hunan health and the environnent, conplies with
Federal and State requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
remedi al action, and is cost-effective. This renmedy utilizes permanent sol utions and
alternative treatnent technol ogy to the nmaxi num extent practicable, and satisfies the statutory
preference for renedi es that enploy treatment that reduces toxicity, nmobility, or volunme as a
principal elenment. Since this renedy may result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above
health based levels, a revieww Il be conducted within five years after comencenent of renedia
action to ensure that the remedy continues to provi de adequate protecti on of hunman health and
t he environnent .
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1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATI QN, AND DESCRI PTI ON
A. Introduction

The North Belnont PCE Site (hereinafter referred to as the "Site" or the "North Bel nont
Site") consists of two closed dry cleaning operations located in North Bel nont, Gaston County,
North Carolina (latitude 35516' 24.5" and | ongi tude 81503' 04.5"). These two areas are referred
to as "Source Area A" and "Source Area B' (Figure 1-1).

B. Site Description

Source Area Ais located at Roper's Shopping Center in Land Lot 5, Parcel 15-18A on
Wyodl awn Avenue. The shopping center includes Roper's Furniture Store, a Baptist church, and a
cabi net manufacturing shop. The fornmer dry cleaner facility is approximately 0.75 acres in size
and is bounded to the east and west by residential neighborhoods; to the north by a cenetery and
an undevel oped wooded tract; and to the south by North Bel nont El ementary School

Two nobil e hones are |ocated on the property in the back of the shopping center, each
occupi ed by one tenant. There was believed to be a buried septic tank behind the shoppi ng
center building near the nobile hones. A flea nmarket is held on the | awn between the shopping
center and the elenmentary school five days per week. The shopping center is fenced along the
sout hern and eastern boundary. The western portion of the shopping center is covered with an
asphalt parking lot, and the eastern portion is covered with soil and grass. The terrainis
relatively flat with a gentle slope toward the northeast to an unnaned tributary of Fites O eek.

Source Area Bis located at the northeastern corner of Acne Road and Suggs Road in Land Lot
11, Parcel 15-18. This parcel has been converted to residential property. The mgjority of the
area surrounding Source Area Bis residential with a few snmall busi nesses. A cabinet shop is
located to the north.

In addition, a previous refrigerator repair shop and a machi ne shop were al so suspected to
be potential sources of contam nation. The refrigerator repair shop, now closed, is |located at
the intersection of Julia Street and Acnme Road in land | ot 15-18A parcel #32. This is a snal
commercial strip area with residential property surrounding the Site, except for a cabinet shop
and a well drilling conmpany |ocated to the east. The nachine shop is |ocated at the corner of
Acne and Centerview Roads and is enconpassed by residential nei ghborhoods. Figure 1-2 shows the
approxi mate RI/FS study area.

<I MG SRC 97203C
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C.  Denography

The Site is located in Gaston County, North Carolina, which had a 1990 census popul ati on of
175,093. The town of Belnmont had a popul ation of 8,434, with 3,040 househol ds

Based upon a house count from USGS topographi ¢ naps, the population within one mle of the
North Belnont Site is estinated to be 3,718. The nearest residence is |located on the Site.

D. Surroundi ng Land/ Vater Use

The principal land use in the imediate vicinity of the Site is residential. Sone
commer ci al uses occur al ong Wodl awn Avenue and al ong Acne Road

E. Topography

Gaston County, North Carolina lies in the central portion of the Piednont Physi ographic
Provi nce between the Appal achian Mountains to the west and the Atlantic Coastal Plain to the
east. The Piednont is prinmarily characterized as rolling uplands although the county's western
area contai ns sone northeast trending ridges. The elevation of Source Area A is approximtely
760 feet above nean sea level (msl), and the el evation of Source Area B is approxinmately 730
feet above nsl. The elevations within a one-mle radius of the Site range from600 to 800 feet
above nsl. The topography of the Site is conposed of |ow ridges accentuated by nunerous snal



streamvall eys. |In general, the topographic changes are gradual, except for occasiona

st eep-si ded streamval l eys. Specifically, the site topography is dom nated by a ridgeline on the
western half of the Site. The fornmer Untz Dry Ceaning facility, located within the present
Roper Shoppi ng Center, was |ocated along the center of the ridgeline. East of this ridgeline

t he topography is dom nated by slopes trending fromthe southwest to the northeast towards a
small tributary of Fites Creek (unnaned tributary "A') that has headwaters adjacent to the Roper
| ocati on.

The unnaned tributary lies along the northern edge of the Site and flows to the east. Site
t opography along the eastern perineter is also affected by the presence of another snall stream
along the extrene eastern edge of the Site. This stream which is also an unnaned tributary of
Fites Creek (unnaned tributary "B"), flows northeast and into the aforenentioned stream West
of the ridgeline the topography slopes to the west and eventual |y towards another stream further
to the west.

F. dimte

The climate is nobderate with approxi mately one half of the winter days falling bel ow
freezing. Little snow falls and the occasional heavy snow usually nelts within one or two days.
The average freeze-free period is 216 days. The summers are warmw th tenperatures into the
90!F range.

G  Ceol ogy

The Site is located within the central portion of the Charlotte Belt of North Carolina. The
rock types that underlie this terrain are domnated by granitic type rocks, netavol canics, and
gnei sses and schists of varying types. The rock types are of varying netanorphic grade and al
rock units trend parallel with the strike of the Appal achian Mountains, which is typically
northeast to southwest. These sane units typically dip to the southeast along with the regi ona
topographic trend. Structurally, the area is conplex with rock units displaying one or two
types of netanorphismor structural changes, such as faulting or folding. A large, unnaned
fault is |ocated approximately six mles to the west of the Site

According to the Geologic Map of North Carolina (1985), the Site is underlain by foliated to
nassi ve net anor phosed quartz diorite and nassive to weakly foliated, hornblende rich granitic
type rock. These rock units have undergone periods of deformation that have produced fol di ng
and fracture planes in the rock, as well as brittle zones where the rock is actually crushed,
sheared, or faulted in some nmanner. As these rock types becone weathered, soil profiles devel op
that are characteristic of the original rock (also referred to as saprolite). For exanple, the
granite rock tends to weather to a clay rich loamor a dry rich sand, especially with depth.

The sand originates fromquartz content within the original parent rock; in sone cases, |arger
grains of quartz sand can be found in the saprolite.

As described above, the bedrock types have been fractured during netanorphic phases and, in
sone cases, the fracture places have been "reseal ed" by quartz. As the rock weathers, these

quartz fillings are retained in the soil indicating that fractures existed in the rock. In
addi tion, remant fractures can be seen in the soil profile without quartz infilling as
indicated by the presence of iron staining along the fracture plane. The iron staining, which
is also referred to as the mneral linonite, is a result of groundwater |eaching iron fromthe
surrounding nmaterial, and as the groundwater travels along a fracture plane, the iron is being
redeposited along the plane. Fracture planes were al so detected during drilling as zones of
weak to inconpetent rock that were not resistant to the cutting action of the drill bit. These

fracture zones, or secondary porosity features, were typically saturated

During the field activities, the soil profile varied with each | ocation; however, a common
pattern was observed. Fromtop to bottom the materials consist of a saprolite |ayer, a
partially weathered rock zone, and the underlying fractured crystalline bedrock. The saprolite
is clay-rich, residual material derived fromin-place weathering of bedrock. Typically, the
saprolite is silty clay near the surface. Wth increasing depth, the anount of mica, silt, and
fine-grained sand and gravel tend to increase. Remant fracture planes with quartz infilling
appear in this layer. The saprolite zone is thickest (approxinmately 125 feet) along the
ridgeline on the western edge of the Site, thinning towards the | ower elevations or stream
vall eys to approxinmately 30 feet in thickness. Underlying the saprolite is a partially



weat hered rock |ayer derived fromthe weathering of bedrock that ranges in thickness from
approximately 10 to 50 feet. This layer is conposed of saprolite and fragnents of weathered
bedrock. Particle sizes range fromsilts and clays to | arge boul ders of unweathered bedrock
The weat hering occurs in bedrock zones | ess resistant to physical and chem cal degradation
(i.e., fault zones, stress relief fractures, and m neral ogi ¢ zones).

The predom nant rock types, based on rock cores obtained during bedrock nonitoring well
drilling, appear to be netanorphosed quartz diorite and metanor phosed granite or granitic
gneiss. The bedrock is fractured and these fractures contain quartz deposits that remain
unweat hered in the saprolite. The rock quality designation (ROD) which is the neasure of the
quality of a rock mass ranged fromO to 45 percent; ROD values less than 50 percent indicate
very poor to Poor rock and generally high in fractures.

H  Hydrogeol ogy

Regionally, the water bearing units that underlie the Site and surroundi ng areas represent
an aqui fer system consisting of netanorphosed and fractured quartz diorite and granitic type
rocks in varying proportions and thicknesses. Geologic structures that produce high-yielding
wel I's include contact zones of multilayered rock units, zones of fracture concentration, and
stress-relief fracture zones. According to LeGand and Mundorff (1952), wells in Gaston County
that are set within granite have an average depth of 165 feet and an average yield of 18 gallons
per mnute. Wthin this area, LeGand and Munclorff indicate that well depths range from85 to
over 1,000 feet and that well yields range from2.5 to 116 gallons per nminute. The aquifer
systemunderlying the Site generally consists of the saprolite/partially weathered rockaquifer
and the underlying bedrock aquifer; however, interconnection between these units is |likely which
woul d i nfluence contam nant transport.

Inthe Site area, the top of the water table is typically found in the saprolite aquifer and
will generally mmc the overlying |land surface. The depth to water across the area ranges from
approximately 3 to 35 feet bel ow ground surface. The relatively shall ow depths to water occur
within the basin of the streamlocated along the northern edge of the Site. The greatest depth
to water is found along the ridgeline on the western portion of the plune area, the |ocation of
the Roper's Shopping Center and North Bel nont El enentary School

Usi ng groundwat er el evati ons collected in Novenber 1996 and potentionetric naps drawn from
t hese groundwater el evations, groundwater within the saprolite and bedrock aquifer generally
flows to the northeast to east across the site. Based upon the potentionetric contours, Roper's
Shoppi ng Center appears to be positioned within the top of a |ocalized groundwater nound with
potentionetric contours enmanating in a sem-circular pattern fromthis point. Insufficient data
of groundwater el evations along the western edge of the Site prevent conpletion of the
potentionetric contours.

Based on depth-to-water neasurenents for nonitor wells MV 13 and MV 21, groundwater
di scharges fromthe saprolite and bedrock aquifers into the snall streamal ong the northern edge
of the Site; however, fractures present in the partially weathered rock and bedrock will affect
the direction of groundwater flow and relict fractures present in the saprolite nay al so contro
groundwat er flow directions. According to Harned (1989), while working in the Piednont Province
of Quilford and Meckl enburg Counties of North Carolina, nost of the natural flow in the bedrock
systemis probably confined to the upper 30 feet of bedrock where fractures are concentrated,
and the overlying transition zone which apparently has the highest hydraulic conductivity of any
part of the hydrogeol ogi c system

I. Hydrol ogy

The Site is |ocated between the Catawba R ver and the South Fork of the Catawba R ver
Gaston County is drained by the Catawba R ver, which flows north to south and forns the east
boundary of Gaston County. Surface water drainage fromthe Site is to an intermttent creek
(unnaned tributary "A') |ocated approxi mately 1000 feet to the north. The intermttent creek
flows 0.5 mles east and joins another intermttent creek (unnamed tributary "B") to form an
unnaned perennial stream The unnaned stream continues approxinately 0.75 mles to the
confluence with Fites Creek. The surface water pathway continues along Fites Creek
approxinmately 1.5 mles where it nerges with the Catawba River



The Catawba River is classified as W5-111 by the North Carolina Water Quality Standards.
These standards are established under the North Carolina Adm nistrative Code (Title 15, Chapter
2, Subchapter 2B). The code establishes classes of freshwaters based on di scharges to the water
body and its quality. Chemical quality standards for surface waters are al so established under
the Code (Section 2B.0211). Flowrates in Fites Oreek near Catawba Heights were calculated to
be 4.6 cubic feet per second (cfs). The average flowrate along the Catawba R ver at US 85 near
Bel nont is 2,109 cfs.

2.0 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES
A Site History

Source Area A was operated by the Untz famly from 1960 to 1975 as a dry-cl eaning
establi shment. A boiler |ocated behind the building was used to "distill" the waste dry
cl eaning solvents. The spent solvent residue fromthe boiler distillation unit was reportedly
di sposed onto the ground surface behind the building, and spent solvents were di sposed through
the on-site septic tank system Source Area B was al so operated by the Untz's famly prior to
novi ng the dry cleaning establishnent to Roper's Shopping Center. Source Area B was di scovered
during the site reconnai ssance in Cctober 1995 froman interviewwith a | ocal resident.

In February 1991, the Gaston County Health Departnent sanpled the well that provided water
to the North Bel nont El enentary School and two single famly dwellings. This sanpling was
associated with an effort by the County to evaluate community water supplies for volatile
organi ¢ conpounds (VQOCs) contam nation. The results of this sanpling indicated significant VOC
contam nation in the well.

EPA Regi on 4 Energency Response was notified. EPA and the Gaston County Heal th Depart nent
sanpl ed 25 drinking water wells. Tetrachl oroethene (PCE), trichloroethene (TCE) and
cis-1,2-dichloroethene (1,2-DCE) were detected in sixteen sanples. PCE concentrations were
found as high as 15,000 parts per billion (ppb). The elenentary school was i mediately
connected to the Gty of Bel nont water system Twenty-nine of the nei ghborhood drinking water
wel Il's were taken out of service and connected to the Belnont city water service. Al but 12 of
the residential wells were subsequently abandoned by grouting themto the surface; 12 wells
remai ned i ntact and were proposed as nonitoring wells. Seven residences in the nei ghborhood
were informed of the contanination but chose to continue to use their wells and not connect to
city water. Wlls still inuse in the vicinity of the Site were scheduled to be sanpl ed by the
Gaston County Health Departnent. However, these wells were not sanpled until EPA' s
investigation in 1996

B. Previous |nvestigations

In July 1991, the EPA Environnental Response Teanl Response Engi neering and Anal ytical Center
(ERT/ REAC) installed one bedrock and four overburden nonitoring wells in the i nmedi ate area of
Source Area A (Figure 2-1). Data fromthese wells was used to characterize the residuum and
saprolite, the bedrock lithology and fracturing, and the primary groundwater flow direction at
the Site. Sanple analyses fromthe five nonitoring wells reveal ed the presence of volatile
or gani ¢ conpounds.

<I MG SRC 97203E>

A Site Inspection Report was prepared by the North Carolina Departnent of Environnent,
Heal th, and Natural Resources (NCDEHNR) Superfund Section in July 1993. A total of eight on-site
soi|l sanples and two background soil sanples were collected for analysis. Two sanples collected
fromthe area of nmonitoring well MNMO1 reveal ed the presence of acetone at concentrations of
1,212 ppb and 150 ppb. The State was unable to locate a septic tank on the north side of the
shoppi ng center thought to be a possible source of the VOC groundwat er contam nation

El evated | evel s of the pesticide chlordane were found in several soil sanples collected from
the el enmentary school property. Based upon the carcinogenic nature of the conpounds detected in
the ground-water plune, an Expanded Site Investigation was recommended. Based on the results of
the study concerning the school property, the Gaston County Health Department collected an
addi tional 23 soil sanples for chlordane analysis. One sanple reveal ed chlordane at a | evel of
5400 ppb; however, the Gaston County Toxi col ogi st concluded that this |level of chlordane in the



soi|l around the school did not pose an unacceptable health risk

In March 1996, EPA sanpled 25 residential wells (seven were converted to nonitoring wells in
1991) in the vicinity of the Site to update the 1991 anal ytical results (Figure 2-2). As a
result of these findings, one additional residence was connected to city water. This well did
not contain any contaminants in the initial 1991 sanpling event.

H gh levels of trichlorofluoronethane were found in three of the wells, and as a result,
this conpound nay have nasked | ow concentrations of the other volatile organics. Therefore, EPA
resanpl ed these wells in April 1996

C Site Regulatory Actions

This Site is not on the NPL. The NPL listing package is currently being prepared and will
be based on all data results to date, including the renedial investigation

EPA sent a notice letter to M. Roper in August 1995 offering the opportunity to conduct the
RI/FS. The notice letter also inforned the PRP of his potential liability for past and future
site costs. Owners of residential properties as well as M. Roper were also sent letters
requesting access. The operator of the two dry cleaning establishnments, M. Untz, is deceased

<I M5 SRC 97203F>
3.0 H GHLIGHTS OF COMWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

Pursuant to CERCLA Sections 113(k)(2)(B)(l-v) and 117, the RI/FS Report and the Proposed
Plan for the Site were released to the public for comrent on July 29, 1997. These docunents were
nmade available to the public in the admnistrative record located in an infornation repository
mai ntai ned at the EPA Docket Roomin Region IV and at the Gaston County Public Library in
Bel nont, North Carolina

The notice of the availability of these docunments was published in the Gaston Gazette and
the Bel nont Banner on July 29, 1997. A pubic comrent period on the docunents was held fromJuly
29, 1997 to Septenber 12, 1997. A copy of the notice was nailed to the site mailing |ist which
contai ns nanes of conmmunity menbers and interested parties. In addition, a public neeting was
hel d on August 7, 1997. At this neeting, representatives from EPA answered questions about the
Site and the renedial alternatives under consideration. Meetings with city and county officials
were al so held

QG her comunity relations activities included

. Establ i shed an information repository

. Conducted community interviews

. Prepared an extensive nmailing |ist

. Devel oped a community relations plan

. I ssuance of a fact sheet on the RIFS process in June 1996

. I ssuance of a fact sheet on the proposed plan in July 1997

. Notice of availability of information in repository and public neetings on June 16

1996 and August 7, 1997

. Informed citizens of the Technical Assistance Gant and Comunity Advisory G oup
program (literature placed in repository).

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION W THI N SI TE STRATEGY

As with many Superfund sites, the North Belmont PCE Site is very conpl ex. However, all



aspects of the cleanup will be addressed concurrently and the Site has not been divided into
phases or "operable units."

This ROD will present a final renedial action for the entire Site
5.0 SUWARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

During the R, surface and subsurface soil, sedinent and surface water, and groundwater were
sanpled to determne the nature and extent of contamination. For a nore detailed summary, refer
to the Rl Report.

Based upon the Site Inspection Report for the North Bel nont PCE Site, NCDEHNR, July, 1993
the main contamnants at the Site are tetrachl oroethylene (PCE), trichloroethylene (TCE), and
cis-1,2 dichloroethylene (C1S-1,2 DCE). The follow ng discussion highlights these constituents
as well as any chem cal constituents which exceed the National Primary Drinki ng Water
Regul ati ons (NPDWR) Maxi mum Cont am nant Levels (MCLs), the National Secondary Drinking Water
Regul ations (SMCLs), Federal Anmbient Water Quality Criteria (AWX), EPA Region 3 R sk-Based
Concentrations (Smth, 1996) and the North Carolina Goundwater d assification and
St andar ds- G oundwat er Quality Standards of the North Carolina Adm nistrative Code (15A NCAC 2L
0202(c)), and North Carolina Water Quality Standards applicable to Surface Waters (15A NCAC 2B
0200) .

A, Source Area/ Soil Investigation

Four |l ocations were investigated as potential source areas: the closed dry cleaning facility
|l ocated at Ropers Shopping Center, the closed dry cleaning facility located in the northeastern
quadrant of the Suggs Road and Acne Road intersection, the refrigerator repair shop |ocated
north of the intersection of Julia Court and Acne Road, and the nachi ne shop |located in the
sout hern quadrant of the intersection of Acne and Centerview Road. Soil borings, tenporary
nonitoring wells and permanent nonitoring wells were used to search for the location of active
sources such as contani nated subsurface soils since the original sources (the boiler
distillation unit, or the septic tank) of contam nation are no |onger present.

In June and July 1996, a total of sixteen soil borings were installed within the study area
The locations of these soil borings are shown in Figure 5-1. The soil borings were installed to
|l ocate active sources since the original sources of contam nation are no |onger present, as well
as, to determine the extent of contam nated subsurface soils. Soil borings SS-1 thru SS-10 were
installed to approxi nately 10 feet bel ow the groundwater surface; HA-1 and HA-2 were installed
to hand auger refusal; and borings SPT-1, MM6, MW 10 and TW14 were drilled to the top of
bedrock, or to auger refusal depth, whichever was first encountered.

Soi | sanples were collected for chem cal analyses fromborings SS-1 thru SS-5 at five foot
intervals for the upper 20 feet and every ten feet thereafter until the termnation depth of the
bor ehol e was reached.

<I MG SRC 97203G

The subsurface soils were divided into six zones: 5 feet, 10 feet, 15 feet, 20 feet, 30
feet, and 40 to 110 feet bel ow ground surface. |Iron, nanganese, and vanadi um were found above
the Region 3 Ri sk Based Concentrations. These sanples were submtted for full TCL/ TAL anal ysis
scan.

The subsurface soils encountered at the 20 foot zone and at the 40 to 100 foot zone, except
for SPT1/82' and MM/ 110' were only anal yzed for VOCs; SPT1/82' and MM/ 110" were al so anal yzed
for extractabl e organics and pesticides/pchs. No constituents exceeded the Region 3 Ri sk Based
Concentration Val ues for these zones.

B. Surface Water and Sedi ment Investigation
Three surface water and three sedi nent sanples were obtained fromthe | ocati ons shown in

Figure 5-2. The netals alumnum iron, |ead, nanganese, and zinc were found. The senmi-volatile
benzo- a- pyrene was found in one sedinent sanple



C Resi dential Well Survey

A residential well survey was conducted in Cctober 1995 and the results of this survey are
shown on Figure 5-3. Goundwater is considered as a Class II1A Aquifer since it is currently
used as a drinking water source (USEPA, 1988, Quidance on Renedial Actions for Contan nated
G oundwat er on Superfund Sites). The State of North Carolina classifies the aquifer as a GA
aquifer since it is a present drinking water source and contains naturally occurring chloride
concentrations less than 250 mlligrans per liter (North Carolina Adm nistrative Code, Title 15
Subchapt er 2B. 0201).

D. Private Wll Sanpling

During the period of March thru Septenber 1996, forty-four(44) residential wells were
sanpled in the vicinity of the North Belnont PCE Site to determine the water quality of the
resi dences drinking water. Six of the 44 wells were resanpled due to the el evated | evel s of
trichl orofl ouronet hane detected in the initial sanpling event; the quantitation limt for PCE
TCE and cis-1,2 DCE were above the Federal MCLs. Al sanples were collected for VOC anal yses
with approxi mately 25 percent submitted for full TCL/ TAL scan. Table 5-1 provides the
anal ytical results of the sanpling events.

E. Shal | ow Groundwat er | nvestigation

In June 1996, shallow tenporary nonitoring wells were installed at the Site to define the
shal | ow groundwat er plune and to investigate possible active source areas at the North Bel nont
PCE Site

EPA col | ected groundwat er sanples fromshallow tenporary nonitoring wells in June, 1996
(Figure 5-4). The wells were sanpled to determ ne the shall ow groundwater plune. The shallow
groundwater plune is approximately 30 to 35 feet below the land surface. The contam nant
isopleth for PCE is shown on Figures 5-5, and the results of the sanpling are noted in Table
5-2.

The top of bedrock sanpling results were conbined for both the tenporary and the
permanent groundwater nonitoring wells to obtain the contam nant isopleth for PCE as
shown on Figures 5-7.

<I MG SRC 97203H>
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TABLE 5-1. MAIN ORGANI C CONTAM NANTS | N BEDROCK GROUNDWATER PLUME, RESI DENTI AL DRI NKI NG WATER WELLS

STATI ON LOr PARCEL DEPTH CASI NG PCE Q TCE Q 1, 1DCE Q CLEM
UNI TS FT FT ugd L ud L uGd L uGd L
NB- 309- PW 15-18 2.01 510 18. 00 A 0.94 A 1.00 U 1.00
NB- 003- PW 15-18 2.01 510 12.00 A 0.68 Al 5.00 U 5.00
NB- 004- PW 15-18 3.05 528 400 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00
NB- 350- PW 15-18 4.06 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00
NB- 351- PW 15-18 4.08 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00
NB- 312- PW6 15-18 12 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00
NB- 312- PW 15-18 12 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00
NB- 305- PW 15- 18A 21 36. 00 2.20 1.50 1.00
NB- 011- PW 15- 18A 29 5.00 U 5. 00 U 5.00 V) 5.00
NB- 046- PW 15- 18A 31 5.00 U 5. 00 U 5.00 V) 0.87
NB- 012- PW 15- 18A 39 5.00 U 5. 00 U 5.00 V) 5.00
NB- 355- DPW 15- 18A 40 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 V) 1.00
NB- 355- PW 15- 18A 40 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 V) 1.00
NB- 047- PW 15- 18A 42 70 5.00 U 5. 00 U 5.00 V) 5.00
NB- 013- PW 15- 18A 43 180 140 50. 00 U 50.00 U 50. 00 V) 50. 00
NB- 001- PW 15- 18A 43 180 140 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 V) 1.00
NB- 014- PW 15- 18A 44 25.00 U 25.00 U 25.00 V) 25.00
NB- 002- PW 15- 18A 44 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 V) 1.00
NB- 356- PW 15- 18A 46 110 80 1.00 U 1.00 U 0.87 Al 1.00
NB- 310- PW 15- 18A 52 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 V) 0.58
NB- 017D PW 15- 18A 58 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 V) 5.00
NB- 017- PW 15- 18A 58 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00
NB- 018- PW 15- 18A 61 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 0. 66
NB- 019S- PW 15- 18A 62 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 0. 64
NB- 019- PW 15- 18A 62 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 0.62
NB- 019- PW 15- 18A 62 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 0.62
NB- 021- PW 15- 18A 65 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00
NB- 001- PW 15- 18A 78 64 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00
NB- 033- PW 15- 18A 96. 01 480. 00 22.00 1.30 5.00
NB- 033S- PW 15- 18A 96-01 320. 00 21.00 1.10 5.00
NB- 034- PW 15- 18A 99 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00
NB- 352- PW 15- 18A 106 1.00 U 1.00 U 4. 60 A 1.00
NB- 307- PW 15- 18A 108 100 70 1.00 U 1.00 U 9.40 A 1.00
NB- 048- PW 15-18A 108 100 70 5.00 U 0.50 Al 9. 40 A 5.00
NB- 049- PW 15-18A 109. 03 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00
NB- 308- PW 15-18A 110 130 105 1.00 U 1.00 U 5.40 A 1.00
NB- 306- PW 15-18A 112 6. 80 A 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00
NB- 311- PW 15-18A 112.01 >80 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00
NB- 353- PW 15-18A 112. 02 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00
NB- 003- PW 15-18A 112.03 4.30 A 0. 80 Al 3.00 A 1.00
NB- 037- PW 15-18A 114 130 100 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00 U 5.00
NB- 038- PW 15-18A 116 300- 350 5.00 U 5.00 U 3.00 A 5.00
NB- 302- PW 15-18A 116 300- 350 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00

QO
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NB- 301- PW 15- 18A 118 300 1.00 U 0.70 AJ  14.00 A 1.00 U
NB- 039- PW 15- 18A 119 100 5. 00 U 5,00 U  3.40 A 5. 00 U
NB- 357- PW 15- 18A 119 100 60 1.00 U .00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
NB- 040- PW 15- 18A 121 140 90 5. 00 U 5,00 U 5.00 U 5. 00 U
NB- 042- PW 15- 18A 123 105-110 60 5. 00 U 5,00 U 5.00 U 5. 00 U
NB- 041- PW 15- 18A 123 80 55 5. 00 U 5,00 U 5.00 U 5. 00 U
NB- 303- PW 15- 18A 125 1.00 U .00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
NB- 304- PW 15- 18A 127 64 0.92 J .00 U 1.00 U 1.70 U
NB- 044- PW 15- 18A 128 140 5. 00 U 5,00 U 5.00 U 5. 00 U
NB- 359- PW 15- 18A 132 125 90 0. 62 AJ]  1.000 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
NB- 354- PW 15- 18A 138 1.00 U .00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
NB- 045- PW 15- 18A 142 5. 00 U 5,00 U 5.00 U 5. 00 U
CRI TER A 5 (1), 0.7 (2) 5 (1), 2.8(2) 7 (1)(2) 0.19 (2)

NOTES: (1) Primary MCLs or MCLGs; (2) North Carolina GWN Standards A-Average val ue J-Estimated val ue U-Not detected



TABLE 5-2. MAIN CONTAM NANTS | N THE SHALLOW GW PLUME | N JUNE 1996 AT THE SI TE.

STATI ON PCE Q TCE Q aS1,2-DCE  Q
UNI TS UG L UG L UG L
NBOOLTWA( STW 1 U 1 U 1 U
NBOO2 TWA( STW 1 U 1 U 1 U
NSOO3TWA( STW 520 13 130
NBOO4TWA( STW 1 U 1 U 1 U
NBOO5 TWA( STW 20 1 U 1 U
NBOD6 TWA( STW 2200 49 1100
NBOO7 TWA( STW 1 U 1 U 1 U
NBOOSTWA( STW 100 4 U 2.9 )
NBOO9TWA( STW 1 U 1 U 1 U
NBOLOTWA( STW 1 U 1 U 1 U
CRI TER A 5(1), 0.7(2) 5(1), 2.8(2) 70(1)

NOTES: (1) Primary MCLs or MCLGs: (2) North Carolina GVNStandards: U - Not detected: J -
Estinated val ue



F. Top-of-Bedrock G oundwater |nvestigation

In July 1996, fifteen tenporary nonitoring wells were installed to top of bedrock
Subsequent sanpling of the tenporary wells was used to design a pernmanent nonitoring well system
to nonitor both the novenent of the plune along the top of the bedrock interface and novenent of
the plunme in the bedrock aquifer (Table 5-3).

Ei ght top of bedrock (MW 6 through MM13) were installed during the renedial investigation
to determne the extent of contami nation associated with releases fromthe forner dry cl eaners
location. Figure 5-6 presents the location of all the nonitoring wells.

The pernmanent nonitoring wells were sanpled in Cctober/Novenber 1996 and the nmin
contami nants are noted in Table 5-4A and Table 5-4B. The top of bedrock groundwater plune
varies fromapproximately 35 feet to 110 feet below the | and surface.

<I M5 SRC 97203J>
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TABLE 5-3. NMAIN CONTAM NANTS | N TEMPORARY TOB GW PLUME JULY/ AUG 1996 AT THE SI TE.

STATI ON PCE Q TCE Q METHYLENE CHLORI DE Q
UNI TS UG L UG L ug L
SPT1/ TOR 1400. 0 1 J NA
TV 10.0 U 10 U NA
VB 460. 0 J 19 J 50. 0 U
TVBD 560. 0 J 24 J 62.0
™™ 1.0 U 1 U 5.4
V6 1.7 1 U 5.0 U
TVWBA 1.0 U 1 U 5.0 U
TV 2.0 1 U 5.0 U
TW 10.0 U 10 U NA
V8 10.0 U 10 U NA
Ve 5.1 1 U 5.0 U
TWLO 3.1 1 U 5.0 U
TWL1 1.0 U 1 U 5.0 U
TWL2 1.0 U 1 U 5.0 U
TWL3 4.2 1 U 5.0 U
TWL4 1.0 U 1 U 5.0 U
CRI TER A 5(1) 0.7(2) 5(1) 2.8(2) 5(2)

TABLE 5-4A. MNAIN | NORGANI C CONTAM NANTS I N THE PERM TCB GW PLUVE OCT 1996 AT THE SI TE

STATI ON (o)) Q AL Q WN Q FE Q
UNI TS UG L UG L UG L UG L

MA2 1 U 160 U 4.0 U 60 U
MM 1.2 U 62 2.6 500

MAB 1 U 60 U 1.0 U 20 U
MAG 1.2 U 1100 52.0 1200

MA 1.2 U 1300 340.0 1400

MAB 1.2 U 2700 180. 0 1900

M@ 1.2 U 1600 340.0 2400

MALO 1.2 U 98 110. 0 120

MALL 7.2 4800 160. 0 3400

MAL2 1.2 U 37 130. 0 12 U
MAL3 1.2 U 38 2.5 U 12 U
CRI TER A 5(1) 50 - 200(2) 50 (2) 300 (2)



TABLE 5-4B. MAIN CRGANI C CONTAM NANTS I N THE PERM TOB GW PLUME OCT 1996 AT TNE SI TE.

STATI ON 1,1-DCE Q cis-1,2-DCE  Q CLEM Q TCE Q PCE Q
M2 1.0 UR 1.00 U 2.0 1.00 U 2.00

MM 1.0 U 1.00 U 1.0 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
MAB .0 UR 1.00 U 1.0 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
MG 50. 0 U 76. 00 50. 0 U 49. 00 J  2500.00

MAT 2.7 A 0.56 J 11.0 U 0. 54 A 1.00 U
MAB 1.0 U 1.00 U 1.0 U 1.00 U 1.00 J
M 1.0 U 1.00 U 1.0 U 1.00 U 14. 00

MALO 5.0 U 6. 00 U 5.0 U 5. 00 U 80. 00

MAL1 1.0 U 1.00 U 1.0 U 1.00 U 1.70

MAL2 1.0 U 1.00 U 1.0 U 1.00 U 37.00

MAL3 12.0 1.00 U 1.0 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
MAL3D 9.4 1.00 U 1.0 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
o 20.0 U 53. 00 20.0 U 16. 00 J 630. 00

o8 1.0 U 1.00 U .0 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
ov8D 1.0 U 1.00 U 1.0 U 1.00 U 1.00 U
CRITERA 7.0(1)(2) 70( 1) 0.19(2) 5 (1), 2.8(2) 5 (1), 0.7(2)

NOTES: (1) Primary MCLs or MCLGs; (2) North Carolina GV Standards, CW8 had concentrations of Heptachl or Epoxi de of 0.0097J
whi ch
exceeds North Carolina GV Standard of 0.004.



G Bedrock Goundwater Investigation

Ni ne bedrock nmonitoring wells (MVM14 through MM22) were installed during the renedial
investigation to determne the extent of contam nation associated with releases fromthe forner
dry cleaners |ocation. The bedrock groundwater plunme was eval uated by using data fromthe
permanent nonitoring wells installed within the bedrock aquifer as well as the residentia
drinking water wells in the study area. The nain contam nants of the bedrock nonitoring wells
are noted in Tables 5-5A and B. The contam nant isopleth for PCE was conputer nodel ed using the
data fromboth the permanent bedrock nonitoring wells and the residential drinking water wells
as shown in Figures 5-8

H.  Qher Constituents In G oundwater

During the investigation of the groundwater plune, additional contam nants were found which
characterized a second plune. These contam nants were not found in the original site plune; the
top of bedrock aquifer contains 1,1-dichloroethene and the bedrock aquifer contains
1, 1-dichloroethene, 1,1, 1-trichloroethane and trichl orof| uoronet hane. These conpounds were not
noted in the above sections because they did not exceed regul atory guidelines or criteria in the
groundwat er nmonitoring wells. Figure 5-9 denotes the concentration of the 1, 1-dichloroethene at
the respective locations in the top of bedrock nonitoring wells. Figures 5-10 and 15-11 denote
the concentration of 1,1-dichloroethene and trichlorofluoronethane at the respective | ocations
in the bedrock nonitoring wells and the residential wells (1,1, 1-trichloroethane was not plotted
due to its simlarity in concentration with 1, 1-di chl oroet hene).

<I MG SRC 97203Mm>
I. Ecol ogical Survey

A bi oassessnent was conducted of the "unnamed tributary-A" located north of the Site. Study
obj ectives were to (1) characterize the benthic macro invertebrate community of the tributary
and an established reference stream (Dutchmans Creek) near Mount Holly, N.C., (2) evaluate the
quality of the streamhabitat sites using the Rapid Bi oassessnent Mt hodol ogy (EPA, 1989), and
(3) conduct in-situ physicochem cal neasurenents. Conpletion of these study objectives showed
that the streamwas not affected by the Site.

The headwaters of the unnaned tributary adjacent to the Site are located | ess than 1000
northwest of the railrRad crossing at Goshen G ove (see Figure 5-12). The unnaned tributary
flows through an urbani zed area for approxi mately one mle and then joins another unnaned
tributary prior to its confluence with Fites Creek. Due to their proximty to urban areas, both
unnaned tributaries and their floodplai ns have been subjected to environnental degradation
Past studies by the NCDEHNR, 1974-75 & 1986, found poor water quality due to urban runoff in the
unnaned tributary that joins Fites Oreek northeast of North Bel nont.



TABLE 5-5A. MAIN ORGANI C CONTAM NANTS | N THE BEDROCK GW PLUME, PERM MONI TORI NG VELLS

STATI ON ci s-1, 2- DCE Q OLFM Q TCE Q PCE Q

UNI TS UG L UG L UG L U@ L

NBOO2CW 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 0.50 J

NBO02CWS 1.00 U 1.00 U 1.00 U 0.50 J

NBOO3CW 13. 00 1.00 U 3.00 77.00

NBOO3MN 11. 00 1.00 U 4.00 69. 00

NBOO4CW 0. 80 J 1.00 U 1.00 U 2.00

NBOO5CW 26.00 20. 00 U 20. 00 U 520. 00

NBOO6CW 940. 00 50. 00 U 280. 00 3500. 00

NBOO7CW 9. 40 4.00 U 7.40 160. 00

NBOO9CW 1.00 U 1. 00 U 1. 00 U 1.00 U

NBO14MNV 7.10 2.40 J 4.00 U 160. 00

NBO15MNV 1.00 U 1. 00 U 1. 00 U 1.00 U

NBO16MNV 110. 00 1. 40 30. 00 320. 00

NBO17MNV 1.00 U 1. 00 U 1. 00 U 1.00 U

NBO18MW 1.00 U 1. 00 U 1. 00 U 1.00 U

NBO19MW 1.00 U 1. 00 U 1. 00 U 4.20

NBO20MW 1.00 U 0.83 J 1. 00 U 3.10

NBO21 MWV 1.00 U 1. 00 U 1. 00 U 1.00 U

NBO22MW 1.00 U 1. 00 U 1. 00 U 2.00

NBO22MAD 1.00 U 1. 00 U 1. 00 U 2.00

CRI TER A 70 (1) 0.19 (2) 5 (1), 2.8 (2) 5 (1), 0.7 (2)

NOTES (1) RED val ues exceed Primary MCLs or MCLGs: (2) BLUE val ues exceed North Carolina GW Standards



TABLE 5-5B. MAI N | NORGANI C CONTAM NANTS | N THE BEDROCK GW PLUVE, PERM MONI TORI NG VEELLS

STATI ON cD Q PB Q
UNI TS ug L ug L
NBOO2CW 2 U 3.0 U
NB002CWS 2 U 2.0 U
NBOO3CW 1 U 15.0
NBOO3MW 1 U 2.0 U
NBOO4CW 1 U 3.0 U
NBOO5CW 1.2 U 5.3
NBOOB6CW 1.2 U 1.2 U
NBOO7CW 1.2 U 48.0
NBOO9CW 10 280. 0
NBO14MNV 1.2 U 1.2 U
NBO15MNV 1.2 U 1.2 U
NBO16MNV 1.2 U 1.2 U
NBO17MNV 1.2 U 1.2
NBO18MW 1.2 U 1.2 U
NBO20MW 1.2 U 1.2 U
NBO21 MWV 1.2 U 1.2 U
NBO22MW 1.2 U 1.2 U
NBO22MW 1.2 U 1.2 U
CRI TER A 5 (1) (2) 15 (2)

NOTES: (1) RED Val ues exceed Prinmary MCLs or MCLGs;
(3) GREEN Val ues exceed Secondary MCLs
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Sanpling stations in the unnanmed tributary adjacent to the Site were | ocated near the
headwaters at the railroad crossing (UT-1), proximal to the Site (UT-11A), and downstream of the
Site at the railroad crossing and just before the confluence with the unnaned tributary to Fites
Creek. NCDEHNR indicated a suitable reference site, Dutchmans O eek, existed near Mouunt Holly,
N.C. Reference sites are minimally inpacted sites and serve to provide insight into biologica
potential for an area and all ow conparison to other sites to determne if inpacts exist and the
severity of those inmpacts. Dutchmans Creek was sanpled at SR 1918 (Sandy Ford Road) north of
Mount Hol |y.

The Rapi d Bioassessnent |1l of the unnaned tributary adjacent to the Site (stations UT-1
UT-1A, and UT-2) and Dutchnmans Creek resulted in these findings:

. Bent hi ¢ nacroi nvertebrate collections fromthe unnaned tributary (UT) indicate that
the creek is inpaired. Pollution-tolerant species of benthic nacroi nvertebrates,
primarily mdges and flies (Diptera) were predom nant nunerically in both taxa
(species) and individuals (density).

. Bent hi c macroi nvertebrate collections fromthe reference station, Dutchmans Creek
(DG 1), were diverse with a total of 35 species classified. Pollution sensitive
speci es of benthic macro invertebrates (Epheneroptera, Plecoptera, and Trichoptera =
EPT) were nore prevalent at DC-1 fromboth a nunerical density and taxa richness
perspective. No inpairnent is indicated for DC 1.

. Habi t at degradati on was evident at all the unnaned tributary stations. Lack of
habi tat diversity, siltation/sedinmentation, and the absence of riffle/runs al
contributed to | ow habitat evaluation scores. This was an obvious factor affecting
the benthic nmacroinvertebrates at the unnaned tributary since the biologica
potential of a site is largely determned by the quality of the habitat at that
site. Quality of the habitat at all the unnamed tributary sites could only be
classified as fair. Habitat evaluation scores ranged from 56-67

. The reference station, DG 1, had a habitat evaluation score of 100 which falls into
the classification of "good" based on the habitat assessment form Sone
sedinentation effects prohibited DC-1 fromhaving a habitat eval uation score in the
"excellent" range (104-135). Habitat diversity, coupled with no serious habitat
degradation, led to a diverse benthic macroinvertebrate fauna at DG 1.

. I n-situ physi cochem cal neasurenents at the unnaned tributary (UT) and Dutchnans
Creek (DCG-1) revealed no violations of state water quality standards. Dissolved
oxygen, pH, and water tenperature were simlar in range in both creek systens.
Conductivity values were higher at the unnaned tributary possibly due to the effects
of urban drai nage

<I MG SRC 972030C>
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Due to the unnaned tributary's location in a highly urbanized area, it is difficult,
wi thout extensive and intensive study efforts, to ascertain what effect the Site has on
i npai rnent of the benthic nacroinvertebrate community. For exanple, both urban and Site effects
coul d be inpacting the biology of the unnaned tributary.

6.0 SUMWARY CF SI TE R SKS

The North Belnont Site is releasing contaminants into the environnent. The Baseline R sk
Assessnment Report presents the results of a conprehensive task assessnent that addresses the
potential threats to public health and the environment posed by the Site under current and
future conditions, assumng that no renedial actions take place, and that the surrounding area
will remain a residential comunity.



The Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnment Report consists of the followi ng sections: identification of
chem cals of potential concern; toxicity assessnment; hunan exposure assessnent, and risk
characterization. Al sections are summarized bel ow.

A. Chemcals of Potential Concern

Data collected during the R were reviewed and eval uated to determ ne the chem cals of
potential concern at the Site which are nost likely to pose risks to the public health. These
contam nants were chosen for each environnmental media sanpl ed

The chemi cals of potential concern in groundwater are: 1, 1-dichloroethene, cis-1,2-
di chl or oet hene, 1, 4-di chl orobenzene trichl oroethene, trichlorofl uoronethane, tetrachl oroethene
nmet hyl ene chl oride, chloroform bis(2-ethyl hexyl) phthal ate, al pha chl ordane, gama chl or dane
hept achl or epoxi de, al umi num cadm um chrom um |ead, nmanganese, and zinc.

The chemi cals of potential concern in soil are benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(bk) fluoranthene,
benzo(a) ant hracene, di benzo(a, h) anthracene, indeno(1,2,3-cd) pyrene, alum num chrom um
nmanganese, and vanadi um

Once these chemicals of potential concern were identified, exposure concentrations in each
nmedi a were estinated. Exposure point concentrations were calculated for surface soils using the
| esser of the 95 percent upper confidence limt (UCL) concentration or the maxi num detected
val ue as the reasonabl e nmaxi num exposure (RVE) point concentration. For eval uation of
groundwat er, an alternative approach, often used to assess potential future exposures fromwells
that mght be installed in an area of contam nated groundwater, is to select several different
wells fromthe approxi mate center of the groundwater plune, and to average these values to
derive an estinmate of concentration val ues which m ght reasonably be expected under worst-case
conditions. At this Site, the highest concentrations of PCE and TCE occur in wells SPT1, MM
CW6, and TW6. Therefore, these wells were chosen to represent the center of the plunme. In
accordance with Region IV guidance, the nmean concentration (rather than the UCL or naxi mum
concentration) is used in this case. Exposure point concentrations are shown for groundwater in
Table 6-1 and for soil in Table 6-2



TABLE 6-1
EXPOSURE PO NT CONCENTRATI ONS FOR GROUNDWATER

(ud'L)
CHEM CAL OF POTENTI AL Desi gnated Center Plune Wlls 1 MEAN
CONCERN MM 6 CW 6 TW 6 SPT-1

Vol atil es
1, 1- D chl or oet hene 50 U 50 U 25.0
ci s-1, 2-D chl or oet hene 76 940 1100 10 J 531.5
1, 4-Di chl or obenzene 50 U 20 U 17.5
Tri chl or oet hene 49 J 280 49 17 94.8
Tri chl or of | uor onet hane 50 U 50 U 25.0
Tet r achl or oet hene 2500 3500 2200 1400 2400.0
Met hyl ene Chl ori de ND ND ND ND
Chl orof orm 50 U 50 U 25.0
Sem vol atil es
Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 110 28 69.0
Pesti ci des
al pha Chl ordane 0.25 U 0.25 U 0.13
ganmma Chl or dane 0.25 U 0.25 U 0.13
Hept achl or epoxi de 0.1 U 0.1 U 0.05
I nor gani cs
Al um num 1100 50 U 562.5
Cadm um 1.2 U 1.2 U 0. 60
Chrom um 14 2.5 U 7.6
Lead 1.2 U 1.2 U 0. 60
Manganese 52 2.5 U 26. 6
Zi nc 250 2.5 U 125. 6

1 Exposure point concentrations for groundwater are based on data fromwells in the center of
the plunme. Data that was nondetect (i.e. 50 Uy were assunmed to be present at 1/2 the detection
limt. As aresult, data with "U" qualifiers were multiplied by 0.5 before the nmean was

cal cul at ed.

ug/l - mcrograns per liter

J = Estimated val ue

ND - Not detected



TABLE 6-2
EXPOSURE PO NT CONCENTRATI ONS FCOR SO L

Cheni cal of Potential Mean of St andard Devi ati on Maxi mum Exposur e Poi nt
Concern Logt r ansf or ned of Logtransforned N(1) H Statistic Concentration 95% UCL( 2) Concentration
Dat a Dat a (rmo/ kg) (rmg/ kg) (3)

Sem vol atil es

Benzo(a) ant hracene -1.16 0.91 6 4.478 2.0 2.9 2.0 (nmax)
Benzo( bk) f | uor ant hene -1.18 1.17 6 6. 001 3.2 14 3.2 (max)
Benzo(a) pyrene -1.16 0.91 6 4.478 2.0 2.9 2.0 (nmax)
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene -1.33 0.94 6 4.478 1.6 2.7 1.6 (max)
Di benzo(a, h) ant hracene -1.35 0.43 6 2.947 0.62 0.50 0.62 (UCL)
I nor gani cs

Al um num 9.8 0. 36 6 2.651 29000 29363 29000( max)
Chr om um 3.20 1.03 6 4.905 80 397 80( max)
Manganese 5.59 1.04 6 4. 905 1800 4518 1800( max)
Vanadi um 5.43 0.58 6 3. 287 450 632 450( max)

(1) Nunber of Sanples
(2) 95% Upper Confidence Limt

(3) The 95% UCL of the nean concentration represents the exposure point concentration for a chemcal unless
it exceeded the maxi mum detected concentrati on. Were the naxi num detected concentration was exceeded,
t he maxi mum det ected concentration was used as the exposure point concentration

nmg/ kg = mlligrans per kil ogram



B. Exposure Assessnent

The exposure assessnent eval uates and identifies conplete pathways of exposure to human
popul ation on or near the Site. CQurrent exposure pathways include exposure through incidenta
ingestion of soil; inhalation of fugitive dusts fromsoils; dernal contact with soils; and
ingestion of water fromprivate wells. Land use assunptions include residential and conmerci al

Future use scenari os consider construction of a water supply well within the groundwater
contam nant plune and ingestion of soil, inhalation of dusts and dernal contact with soils as a
wor se- case scenari 0. Possi bl e exposure pat hways for groundwater include exposure to contam nants
of concern fromthe groundwater plune in drinking water and through inhalation of volatiles
evol ved fromwater through household water use. Further detail and nathenatical cal cul ati ons can
be reviewed in the Baseline R sk Assessnent.

C. Toxicity Assessnent

Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of adverse effects occurring in humans from
car ci nogens and noncar ci nogens are consi dered separately. These are discussed below. Tables
6-3 and 6-4 summari ze the carcinogeni c and noncarcinogenic toxicity criteria for the chemcals
of potential concern

EPA uses a wei ght-of-evidence systemto classify a chemcal's potential to cause cancer in
humans. Al regulated chenmicals fall into one of the follow ng categories: dass A - Known
Human Carci nogen; dass B - Probabl e Hunman Carci nogen; O ass C - Possi bl e Human Carci nogen
Class D- Not classifiable as to human carcinogenicity; and dass E - Evidence of
Noncar ci nogeni city in hunmans.

Cancer slope factors have been devel oped by EPA for estinmating excess lifetinme cancer risks
associ ated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic chemcals. Slope factors, which are
expressed in units of kg-day/ng, are nmultiplied by the estimated i ntake of a potentia
carci nogen, in ng/kg-day, to provide an upper-bound estinmate of the excess lifetinme cancer risk
associ ated with exposure at that intake level. The term "upperbound"” reflects the conservative
estimate of the risks calculated fromthe slope factor. Use of this approach nakes
underestimati on of the actual cancer risk highly unlikely.

Ref erence doses (RfDs) have been devel oped by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse
health effects fromexposure to chem cals exhibiting noncarcinogenic effects. RfiDs, which are
expressed in units of ng/kg-day, are estimates of lifetime daily exposure |evels for humans,
including sensitive individuals; that are free of any adverse effects



TABLE 6-3 CARCI NOGENI C TOXI CI TY DATA

Chemi cal Wei ght  of Oral Slope Factor Tunor Type
Evi dence (mg/ kg day)
Vol atiles
Chl orof orm B2 6. 10E- 03 Ki dney tunors
1, 4- Di chl or obenzene C 2. 4E-02 Li ver tunors
1, 1- Di chl oret hene C 6. 00E- 01 Adr enal
phenchronocyt onas
ci s-1, 2-di chl oroet hene NC -- --
Met hyl ene chl ori de B2 7.5E-03 Hemat ocel | ul ar
adenomas

Tetrachl or oet hane C-B2 5. 2E-02 NA
Trichl oroet hene B2 1. 10E- 02 NA
Trichl orof | uoronet hane NC -- --
Senmivol atil es
Benzo( a) pyrene B2 7. 30E+00 Forest omach (c)
Benzo(b, k) fl uorant hene B2 7.30E-01 Forest omach (c)
Benzo( a) ant hr acene B2 7.30E-01 Forest omach (c)
Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate B2 1. 40E-02 Li ver carcinoma
Di benzo( a, h) ant hracene B2 7. 30E- 00 Forest omach (c)
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene B2 7.30-01 Forest omach (c)
Pesti ci des
Chl or dane B2 1. 30E+00 Liver carcinomas
Hept achl or Epoxi de B2 9. 10E+00 Li ver carcinomas
I norgani cs
Al um num NC -- --
Cadmi um Bl NTV --
Chromium I |1 NC -- --
Chrom um VI A NTV --
Lead B2 NTV --
Manganese NC -- --
Vanadi um NC -- --
Zinc NC -- --

a = EPA IV - Region |V Supplenental Guidance to RAGS, 1995; IRIS -

Nati onal Center for Environmental Assessnment (EPA, 1997)

b = Dermal Slope Factor = Oral Slope Factor/Oral Absorption Factor

c = Forestomach squanous cell
avai |l abl e,

NA - Not

papi ||

NC - Not classif

omas and car cononas
ied as a carcinogen;

NTV --

Ani nal
Speci es

Rat
Mouse
Rat

Mouse

Mouse
Mouse
Mouse
Mouse
Mouse
Mouse

Mouse
Mouse

No Toxicity value available

Ref er ence

IRI'S
HEAST
IRI'S

IRI'S
IRI'S, EPA
IRI'S, EPA

IRI'S
IRI'S, EPA
IRI'S, EPA

v
v

v
v

IRI'S
IRI'S

Integrated Risk Information System (IRI'S, 1997),

I nhal ati on Sl ope Factor

(ng/ kg/ day)

8.10 E-02
NTV
. 8E-01

i

64E- 03

[

2.00E-03
. 00E- 03

(=2}

w

. 10E+00
3.10E-01
. 10E-01
NTV
3. 10E+00
3.10E-01

w

[iN

. 30E+00
9. 1E+00

HEAST -

Tunor Type Ani mal Ref erence
Speci es
Li ver carcinomas Mouse IRI'S
Ki dney Mouse IRI'S
adr enocar ci noma
Adenones and Mouse IRI'S
carci nomas
NA NA NCEA
NA NA NCEA
NA NA NCEA
NA NA NCEA, EPA |V
NA NA NCEA, EPA IV
NA NA NCEA, EPA |V
NA NA NCEA, EPA |V
Li ver carcinomas Mouse IRI'S
Li ver carcinonas Mouse IRIS
Lung, trachea Human IRI'S
Lung cancer Human IRI'S
- - -- IRI'S

Health Effects Assessnment Summary Tabl es

(EPA, 1995)

Der mal
Sl ope Factor

~

. 63E-03
3. 00E- 02
. 50E-01

~

9. 38E- 03

6. 5E-02
. 38E-02

[

49E+01
46E+00
46E+00
80E- 02
46E+01
. 46E- 00

PENMNEPRRE

N

. 60E+00
. 82E+01

[N

NCEA

b



TABLE 6-4

Chemi cal

Vol atiles

Chl orof orm

1, 4-Di chl orobenzene
1, 1- Di chl or oet hene

cis-1,2-dichl oroethene

Met hyl ene chl ori de
Tetrachl or oet hene
Trichl oroet hene

Trichl orof | uor onet hane

Semi vol atil es
Benzo( a) pyrene

Benzo( a, b, k) fl uor ant hene

NONCARCI NOGENI C TOXI CI TY DATA

Oal RfD
ng/ kg/ day)

1. 00E- 02
NTV
9. 00E- 02

1. 00E-02

6. 00E- 02
1. 00E-02
6. 00E- 03

3. 00E-01

NTV

NTV

Bi s(2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate 2. 00E-02

Di benzo( a, h) ant hracene
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene

Pesti ci des

Chl or dane

Hapt achl or Epoxi de

I norgani cs

Al unmi num

Cadmi un( food/ soi l)
Cadmi um( wat er)
Chromium | 1]

Chrom um VI

Lead

Manganese (food)
Manganese (nondi etary)
Vanedi um

Zinc

IRIS -

b = Dernal Slope Factor

NA - Not avail abl e;

NC -

NTV

NTV

6. 00E- 05

1. 30E- 05

1. 00E+00

1. 00E-03

5. 00E- 04

1. 0E+00

5. 0E-03

NTV

1.4E-01

4.70E-02

7.00E-03

3. 00E-01

Integrated Risk Information System (IRI'S,
Sl ope Factor/Oral
Not classified as a carcinogen;

= Oral

Confi dence Toxi city Endpoint
Level
Medi um Fatty cyst formation in |iver
Medi um Liver |esions
NA Decreased bl ood
henat ocri t/ henmogl obi n
Hi gh Liver toxicity
Low Liver toxicity; weight |oss
NA NA
Medi um Decreased survival; histopathy
Medi um Increased relative |liver weight
Medi um Li ver hypertrophy
Low Increased relative |iver weight
NA NA
NA Proteinurla
NA Proteinurla
Low No effects observed
Low No effects observed
Medi um CNS effects
Medi um CNS effects
NA No I nformation
Medi um Deceased bl ood enzyne

1997) ;

HEAST -

Heal th Effects Assessnent

Absor ption Factor
NTV--No toxicity value available

UF/ MF Ref erence I nhal ation RfD
(mg/ kg/ day)
1000/ 1 -- NTV
-- IR'S 2. 29E-01
1000/ 1 - - NTV
3000 -- NTV
100/ 1 HEAST 8. 60E-01
1000/ 1 IRI'S NTV
NA NCEA NTV
1000/ 1 IRI'S 2.00E-01
.- -- NTV
.- - - NTV
1000/ 1 IRI'S NTV
-- -- NTV
-- -- NTV
1000/ 1 IRI'S NTV
1000/ 1 IRI'S NTV
NA NTV
10/1 IRI'S NTV
10/1 IRI'S NTV
100/ 10 IRI'S NTV
500/ 1 IRI'S NTV
-- -- NTV
1/1 IRI'S NTV
1/1 IRI'S 1.4E-05
100 HEAST NTV
3/1 IRI'S NTV

Sunmary Tabl es (EPA, 1995); NCEA - National

I ncresased ki dney burn;

Toxi city Endpoint

Increased |iver weight

Liver toxicity

inflamation

| npai rment of neur obehavi oral

Center for Environmental

I ung

UF/ MF

100/ 1

10000

1000/ 1

Assessnent

Ref erence*

HEAST

(EPA, 1997).

Dermal RfD

8. 00E- 03

7.20E-03

8. 00E- 03

4. 8E-02

8. 00E- 03

4. 80E-03

3. 00E- 05

6. 50E- 06

2.00E-01

1. 00E-03

NA

NA

9. 4E-03

1.43E-03

6. 00E-02



Esti mated i ntakes of chemcals fromenvironnmental media can be conpared to the RfFD. RfDs
are derived from hunman epi dem ol ogi cal studies or aninal studies to which uncertainty factors
have been applied. These uncertainty factors help ensure that the RiDs will not underestinmate
the potential for adverse noncarcinogenic effects to occur

D. Risk Characterization

The risk characterization integrates the toxicity and exposure assessnents into quantitative
and qualitative expressions of risk. The output of this process is a characterization of the
Site related potential noncarcinogenic and carcinogenic health effects

Potential concern for noncarcinogenic effects of a single contamnant in a single nediumis
expressed as the hazard quotient (HO, or the ratio of the estinated intake derived fromthe
contami nant concentration in a given mediumto the contamnant's RfD. By adding the H® for al
contami nants within a nmediumor across all nedia to which a given popul ation nay be reasonably
exposed, the Hazard Index (H') can be generated. Calculation of a H in excess of unity
indicates the potential for adverse health effects. Indices greater than one will be generated
anytine intake for any of the chenmicals of concern exceeds its RFD. Rowever, given a sufficient
nunber of chemicals under consideration, it is also possible to generate a H greater than one
even if none of the individual chem cal intakes exceeds their respective RfDs.

Carcinogenic risk is expressed as a probability of devel oping cancer as a result of lifetine
exposure. Excess lifetine cancer risks are determned by nmultiplying the intake | evel with the
cancer potency factor. EPA's acceptable target range for carcinogenic risk is
one-in-ten-thousand (1E-4) to one-in-one-mllion (1E-6).

Cancer and noncancer risks for the current and future use scenarios for the Site are
sumari zed in Table 6-5

Sa L

As shown in this table, the screening-|level Reasonabl e Maxi num Exposure (RVE) Hazard | ndex
for soil is below a level of concern for adults (H = 0.22), but is slightly above |evels of
concern for children (H = 1.8). This value is due to contributions fromal um num chrom um
nmanganese, and vanadi um Because none of these chem cals cause noncancer effects on the sane
target tissues, and because none of the chem cal -specific HQ val ues exceed a value of one, it is
concl uded that exposure to soil is not likely to pose a significant noncancer risk to children



TABLE 6-5
SUMVARY COF HAZARD | NDI CES AND CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS
REASONABLE MAXI MUM EXPOSURE SCENARI O
SCENARI O TOTAL HAZARD | NDEX TOTAL CANCER RI SK

Ri sks From Soi |

Current/Future Child Resident 1 1.80 3. 1E-05
Current/Future Adult Resident 1 0.22 2. 0E- 05
Conbi ned Current/Future Child -- 5. 1E- 05

and Adult Resident

Ri sks From G oundwat er 2

Future Child Resident 20. 89 7. 8E-04
Future Adult Resident 8. 96 1. 5E- 03
Conbi ned Future Child and Adul t -- 2. 2E-03
Resi dent

Conbi ned Ri sks From Soil and G oundwat er

Future Child Resident 22.69 8. 1E- 04
Future Adult Resident 9.17 1. 5E- 03
Conbi ned Future Child and Adul t -- 2.3E-03
Resi dent

1 Risks fromsoil are the same for the current and future child and adult residents.
2 Risks fromgroundwater are based on data fromthe center of the tetrachl oroethene (PCE) and
trichl oroethene (TCE) groundwater plune.



Esti mat ed RVE excess cancer risks fromsoil to residents (child plus adult) are 5E-05. This
risk is due entirely to the presence of pol yaromati ¢ hydrocarbons (PAHs) in soil, especially
benzo(a)pyrene. The risk is contributed about equally by ingestion exposure and dernmal contact.
These risk levels are within the range (1E-04 to 1E-06) that are generally considered to be
accept abl e by EPA

GROUNDWATER

The screening | evel RVE Hazard Index would be in a range of concern for both children
(H =20.89) and adults (H =8.96) if water fromthe center of the plunme were used for drinking and
showering. This risk is primarily due to PCE, with a smaller but still significant contribution
fromcis-1,2-DCE.  Qher chenmicals in the center of the plune do not have HQ val ues that exceed
one, and do not appear to pose significant noncancer risk

Esti mat ed RVE excess cancer risk to residents (child plus adult) fromwater at the center of
the plunme is 2. 2E-03, substantially above the usual accepeptable risk range of 1E-04 to 1E-06
This estimated excess cancer risk is due primarily to PCE (1.9E-03), with a snaller but stil
significant contribution (2.6E-04) from1,1-DCE. These risks are derived mainly fromthe
ingestion rote (2.1E-03), with a relatively small contribution due to inhalation of volatiles
whil e showering (1.1E-04). Qher chenmicals which contribute RVE risks greater than 1E-06
include chloroform TCE, bis (2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate, heptachl or epoxi de, and 1, 4-dichloro
benzene. The conbined RVE risks fromall of these chemcals is 6.9E-05

The quantified carcinogenic risk for each chem cal of concern is given in Table 6-6
LEAD

Lead concentration data are available for 31 groundwater wells. Mst of these wells (24 out
of 31) had lead levels at or below detection limts (<3 ug/l), and 29 of 31 had concentrations
at or below the current EPA action level for lead in drinking water (15 ug/1). Only two
wel I s(converted wel | s NBOO7 and NBO09) had concentrati ons above the action |level, wth neasured
val ues of 48 and 280ug/l, respectively. Based on the groundwater data, it seens |ikely that
nost wells will be associated with lead levels that are not in a range of concern

E. Concl usions
Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response action selected in this ROD, nay present an inmminent and substantia

endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

<I MG SRC 97203S>
<I MG SRC 97203T>



TABLE 6-7 cont. SUMVARY OF CHEM CALS AND EXPOSURE ROUTES EXCEEDENCE A HAZARD | NDEX OF 1; REASONABLE MAXI MUM EXPOSURE SCENARI C

SCENARI O

Current/ Future Risks
From Soi |

Future Ri sks From
G oundwat er

Conbi ned Future Risk
From Soi| and

G oundwat er

(Center Plunme Wlls)

RECEPTCR

Child

Adul t

Child

Adul t

Child

Adul t

Resi dent

Resi dent

Resi dent

Resi dent

Resi dent

Resi dent

CHEM CALS EXCEEDI NG A HAZARD | NDEX COF 1

AND THEI R PERCENT CONTRI BUTI ON

CHEM CAL HAZARD | NDEX

No chem cal s exceeded a
hazard i ndex of 1

No chem cal s exceeded a
hazard i ndex of 1

Tet r achl or oet hene

ci s-1, 2-D chl or oet hene

Tri chl or oet hene

Tet r achl or oet hene

ci s-1, 2-D chl or oet hene

Tet rachl or cet hene

ci s-1, 2-D chl or oet hene

Tri chl or oet hene

Tet r achl or oet hene

ci s-1, 2-D chl or oet hene

15.3

3.4

1.0

6.6

1.5

15.3

3.4

1.0

6.6

1.5

PERCENT

73. 4%

16. 3%

4.8%

73. 4%

16. 3%

67.6%

15. 0%

4. 5%

71. 7%

15. 9%

EXPCSURE ROUTES EXCEEDI NG A HAZARD | NDEX OF 1 (TOTAL RI SK
FROM ALL CHEM CALS) AND THElI R PERCENT CONTRI BUTI ON

EXPOSURE RQUTE

Incidental |njestion of Surface
Soi |

No exposure routes exceeded a
hazard index of 1

I ngestion of G oundwat er
Note: Noni ngestion Use was not

eval uated for the child resident

I ngestion of G oundwat er

I ngestion of G oundwat er

I ngestion of G oundwat er

HAZARDI NDEX

1.7

20.9

9.0

20.9

9.0

PERCENT

96. 0%

100. 0%

99. 8%

92. 1%

97. 6%



<I M5 SRC 97203T>
SECTION 7. APPLI CABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS ( ARARS)

The requirenent that ARARs be identified and conplied with and the devel opnent and
inpl enentation of renedial actions is found in Section 121(d)(2) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C. Section
9621 (d)(2). This section requires that for any hazardous substance renmining on-site, all
federal and state environnmental and facility citing standards, requirenents, criteria, or
limtations shall be net at the conpletion of the renedial action to the degree that those
requirenents are legally applicable or appropriate and rel evant under the circunstances
presented at the Site

Three classifications of requirenents are defined by EPA in the ARAR determ nation process

. Chemi cal -specific: These requirenents set protective renmediation levels for the
chem cal s of concern

. Locati on-specific: These requirenents restrict remedi al actions based on the
characteristics of the tite or its i mmedi ate surroundings.

. Action-specific: These requirenents set controls or restrictions on the design
inpl enentation, and perfornance |levels of activities related to the nanagenent of
hazar dous substances, pollutants, or contam nants.

A.  Chemi cal - Specific ARARs

Chenmi cal -specific ARARs include those |aws and regul ati ons governing the rel ease of
materi al s possessing certain chem cal or physical characteristics, or containing specified
chem cal conpounds. Chenical -specific requirements set health- or risk-based concentration
limts or ranges in various environnental nedia for specific hazardous substances, contam nants,
and pollutants. These ARARs, when applied to site-specific conditions, establish nunerica
val ues that define the acceptable anmount or concentration of a chemcal that nay be found in, or
di scharged to, the anbient environnent. Exanples include drinking water standards and anbi ent
air quality standards. Chem cal-specific ARARs are established once the nature of the
contam nation at the site has been defined, which is acconplished during the R
Chemi cal -specific ARARs for this Site are listed in Table 7-1



TABLE 7-1- CHEM CAL- SPECI FI C ARARS, CRITERI A, AND GUI DANCE FOR THE SI TE

STANDARD, REQUI REMENT, CRITERIA, OR LI M TATI ON Cl TATI ON REQUI REMENTS SYNOPSI S COMVENT
FEDERAL
Safe Drinking Water Act 40 USC Section
300
National Primary Drinking Water Standards 40 CFR Part 141 Est abl i shes heal t h-based standards for public water The MCLs for organic and inorganic contam nants are rel evant
systens (MCLs). and appropriate to the groundwater contaminated by the site

since the aquifer is a drinking water source.

Nati onal Secondary Drinking Water Standards 40 CFR 143 Establ i shes wel fare-based standards for public water Secondary MCLs for organic and inorganic contam nants are
systenms (secondary MCLs). gui delines to be considered for groundwater since it is a
drinking water source.

Maxi mum Cont ami nation Level (MCL) Goal s 40 CFR 141 Establ i shes drinking water quality goals set at |evels of no MCLGs for organic and inorganic contami nants are rel evant
known or anticipated adverse health effects. and appropriate to the groundwater since it is a drinking water
sour ce.
Cl ean Water Act 33 USC Section
1251-1376
Water Quality Criteria 40 CFR Part 131 Sets criteria for water quality based on toxicity to aquatic May be relevant and appropriate if groundwater, either treated
organi sms and human heal t h. or untreated, is discharged to a surface water body. Also

rel evant and appropriate to any runoff from contam nated soil or
soi| remediation activities.

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as anended 42 USC 6905
6912, 6924, 6925

RCRA Groundwat er Protection 40 CFR Part 264 Provi des for groundwater protection standards, general RCRA groundwat er protection standards are rel evant and
nonitoring requirements, and technical requirements. appropriate for groundwater at the site.
Clean Air Act 40 USC 1857
National Primary and Secondary Anbient Air Quality 40 CFA Part 50 Sets primary and secondary, air standards at |levels to May be relevant and appropriate if onsite treatment units or
St andar ds protect public health and public welfare. excavation are a part of renedial action.
Nati onal Emi ssions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 40 CFR Part 61 Provi des emi ssions standard for hazardous air pollutants May be relevant and appropriate if onsite treatment units or
( NESHAPSs) for which no ambient air quality standard exists. excavation are a part of renmedial action.
STATE
North Carolina Drinking Water Act 130A NCAC 311- Regul ates water systens within the state that supply Provides the state with the authority needed to assune primry
327 drinking water that may affect the public health. enforcenent responsibility under the federal act.
North Carolina G oundwater Standards 15A NCAC 2L Establ i shes groundwater classification and water quality CGui delines for allowable |evels of toxic organic and inorganic
st andards. conpounds in groundwater used for drinking water. Relevant

and appropriate to groundwater at the Site.

North Carolina Water Quality Standards 15A NCAC 2B Establ i shes a series of classifications and water quality May be applicable if treated groundwater is discharged to
standards for surface water. surface waters.

North Carolina Surface Water Effluent Linitations 15A NCAC 2B Establishes limts and guidelines for effluent discharged to May be applicable if treated groundwater is discharged to
waters of the state. surface water.

North Carolina Air Pollution Control Regulations 15A NCAC 2D/ 2Q Regul ates anbient air quality and establishes air quality May be applicable is on-site treatnment or excavation is part of
standards for hazardous air pollutants. the renedial action.

North Carolina Hazardous Waste Managenent Rul es 15A NCAC 13A Establ i shes standards for hazardous waste treatnent May be applicable if hazardous waste is excavated and stored

facilities. or treated as part of the remedial action.



B. Location-Specific ARARs

Location-specific ARARs are design requirenments or activity restrictions based on the
geogr aphi cal or physical positions of the Site and its surrounding area. Location-specific
requirenents set restrictions on the types of renedial activities that can be performed based on
site-specific characteristics or location. Exanples include areas in a flood plain, a wetland
or a historic site. Location-specific criteria are generally established early in the R/FS
process since they are not affected by the type of contam nant or the type of renedial action
inpl enented. Location-specific ARARs for this Site are listed in Table 7-2

C. Action-Specific ARARS

Action-specific ARARs are tech n ol ogy-based, establishing performance, design, or other
simlar action-specific controls or regulations for activities related to the nanagenent of
hazar dous substances or pollutants. Action-specific requirenments are triggered by the
particular renedial alternatives that are selected to acconplish the cl eanup of hazardous
wastes. Action-specific ARARs for this Site are provided in Table 7-3

D. Media of Concern

Based on the results of the renedial investigation and the baseline risk assessnent, the
North Bel nont Site has one contam nated nedi a; groundwat er



TABLE 7-2 - LOCATI ON- SPECI FI C ARARS, CRITERIA, AND GU DANCE

St andard, Requirenent,
Criteria, or Limtation

Feder al
Resour ce Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), as

anmended

RCRA Location Standards

Fish and Wldlife Conservation

Act

Fl oodpl ai n Managenent
Executive Order

Endanger ed Speci es Act

Wt | ands Managenent Executive

O der

Ctation

42 USC 6901

40 CFR 264. 18(b)

16 USC 2901 et
seq.

Executive Order
11988; 40 CFR
6. 302

16 USC 1531

Executi ve O der
11990; 40 CFR
6. 302

Requi renent s
Synopsi s

A treat ment/ storage/

di sposal (TSD) facility
nmust be desi gned,
constructed, operated,
and mai ntained to avoid
washout on a 100-year
f 1 oodpl ai n.

Requires states to identify
significant habitats and
devel op conservation

pl ans for these areas.

Actions that are to occur
in floodplain should avoid
adverse effects, mnimze
potential harm restore
and preserve natural and
beneficial val ue.

Requires action to
conserve endanger ed
speci es or threatened
speci es, including
consultation with the
Dept of Interior.

Action to mnimze the
destruction, |oss or
degradati on of wetl ands.

Coment

May be rel evant and
appropriated an onsite

TSD facility is required as
part of overall renediation
and it exists within the
100-year fl oodpl ain.

Confirmation with the
responsi bl e state agency
regarding the Site being
|l ocated in one of these
significant habitats

Renedi al actions are to
prevent incursion of

cont am nat ed groundwat er
onto forested floodpl ain.

Endanger ed speci es thus
far, have not been
identified at the Site.

Rel evant and appropriate if
renmedi ation occurs in
wet | ands.



State

North Carolina Hazardous Waste
Managenent Rul es

North Carolina Solid Waste
Managenent Rul es

15A NCAC 13A

15A NCAC 13B

Location requirenents for
hazar dous waste

treat ment/ st orage/

di sposal facilities.

Siting requirements for
solid waste disposal
units.

May be applicable to
hazar dous waste
excavated, stored, and
treated on-site.

May be rel evant and
appropriate to
nonhazar dous waste
di sposed on-site.



TABLE 7-3 - ACTI ON- SPECI FI C ARARS, CRITERI A, AND GUI DANCE FOR THE SI TE

STANDARD, REQUI REMENT, CRI TERI A, Cl TATI ON REQUI REMENTS SYNOPSI S COMMENT
OR LI M TATI ON

FEDERAL

Groundwat er Extraction and Treat nent

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as 42 USC Section 6901 et. seq.

amended
Identification of Hazardous Waste 40 CFR 261 Federal requirenments for classification and identification of hazardous wastes. Rel evant and Appropriate
Treatnent of Hazardous Wastes in a Unit 40 CFR 264.601 Rul es and requirements for the treatment of hazardous wastes. Rel evant and Appropriate

40 CFR 265. 400

Requirements for Ceneration, Storage, 40 CFR 263 Regul ates storage, transportation, and operation of hazardous waste generators. Rel evant and Appropriate
Transportation, and Di sposal of Hazardous Waste 40 CFR 264
Land Di sposal Restrictions 40 CFR 268 Prohibits dilution as a substitute for treatnent. Rel evant and Appropriate

Di sposal - Discharge to Surface Water/POTW

Cl ean Water Act 33 USC Section 1351-1376
Requires use of Best Avail able Treatnent 40 CFR 122 Use of best avail able technol ogy econonmically achievable is required to control discharge of Rel evant and Appropriate
Technol ogy toxic pollutants to Publicly owned treatnent works (POTW
Requires Use of Best Managenent Practices 40 CFR 125 Requri es devel opnent and inplenmentation of a Best Managenent Practices programto Rel evant and Appropriate
prevent the release of toxic constituents to surface water.
Nati onal Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 40 CFR 122 Subpart C Use of best available technol ogy economically achievable for toxic pollutants dscharged to Rel evant and Appropriate
(NPDES) Permit Regul ations surface waters.
Di scharge nust be consistent with the requirenents 40 CFR 122 Di scharge nust conply w th EPA-approved Water Quality Managenment Pl an. Rel evant and Appropriate
of a Water Quality Managenent Plan approved by
EPA
Di scharge nust not increase contam nant Section 121 (d)(2)(B)(II1l) Sel ected renedi al action nust establish a standard of control to maintain surface water Rel evant and Appropriate
concentrations in offsite surface water. quality.
O her
Cccupational Safety and Health Admi nistration 29 CFR 1910 Part 120 Provides safety rules for handling specific chemicals for site workers during renedial Applicable
activities.
STATE
North Carolina Water Quality Standards 15A NCAC 2B Surface wafer quality standards. Rel evant and Appropriate
North Carolina G oundwater Standards 15A NCAC 2L Establ i shes groundwat er standards, regulates injection wells, sets criteria for natural Rel evant and Appropriate
attenuation.
Wast ewat er Discharge to Surface Waters 15A NCAC 2H Regul ates surface water discharge and discharges to POTW Rel evant and Appropriate
North Carolina Air Pollution Control Regulations 15A NCAC 2D and 2Q Regul ates anbient air quality and establishes air quality standards for hazardous air May be applicable for on-

pol | utants. site treatnent/excavation.



SECTI ON 8. REMEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VES

Considering the requirenents for risk reduction and the risk-based renediation |evels
derived in the Baseline R sk Assessnent, and the ARARs discussed previously, the renediati on
goal s specifically devel oped for groundwater across the entire Site are presented in Table 8-1.

The renedi ation goals were selected as the nost conservative of the chem cal specific ARARs
or the health-based risk goals. The contract required quantitation limt (CRQ) was chosen if
the chem cal -specific ARAR was below this Iimt. The background concentrati on woul d have been
selected as the renediation goal if it had exceeded the risk-based goal, as is the nornal
pr ocedur e.



TABLE 8-1 - REMEDI ATI ON GOALS FOR GROUNDWATER AT THE NORTH BELMONT SI TE

CONTAM NANTS OF MAX (UG L) REMEDI ATl ON BASI S
CONCERN GOAL (UG L)

Tetrachl or oet hene ( PCE) 3,500 1 CRQL (NCGS 0.7 ug/l)
Tri chl or oet hene (TCE) 280 2.8 NC 2L GS
G s-1, 2-Di chl or oet hene 1, 100 70 NC 2L GS
(1, 2- DCE)
Chl or of orm (CLFM 2.4 1 CROL (NC 2L G5 - 0.19 ug/l)
Met hyl ene Chl ori de 62 5 NC 2L GS
1, 1- D chl or oat hene 14 7 NC 2L GS
(1, 1- DCE)
Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 110 3 NC 2L GS
Lead 280 15 NC 2L GS

Notes: CRQ - Contract Required Quantitation Limt; NC 2L GS - North Carolina Admnistrative
Code Subchapter 2L
G oundwat er Standard



SECTI ON 9. DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

Table 9-1 lists the renedial action alternatives devel oped for the North Bel nont PCE Site.

TABLE 9-1. REMEDI AL ACTI ON ALTERNATI VES FOR GROUNDWATER AT THE SI TE.
NUMBER NAME DESCRI PTI ON

Alternative 1 No Action Siteis left "as is";
Fi ve-year revi ews conducted

Alternative 2 Linmted Action Deed recordati ons,
Sem - annual groundwat er nonitoring
Fi ve-year revi ews conducted

Alternative 3 G oundwat er Exposure Gty Water connections
Abat errent Vel | head treat ment
Sem - annual groundwat er nonitoring
Fi ve-year revi ews conducted

Alternative 4 G oundwat er Exposure Gty Water connections
Abat enent pl us Wl | head treat nment
G oundwat er Treatnment Sem -annual groundwater nonitoring
Treat ment of contam nated groundwat er
Fi ve-year revi ews conducted



Descriptions of the alternatives devel oped for renedi ati on of groundwater are di scussed
below. Al of the alternatives except the "No Action" alternative include periodic nonitoring
of the groundwater including nonitoring wells and potable wells for site contam nants to
eval uate the site conditions and the mgration of contam nants over tine.

Note: Lead was found in two converted wells (residential wells that were converted to
nonitoring wells) above EPA's action level and North Carolina's Goundwater Standard of 15 ug/1
This occurrence of |lead may be due to the pipes in these wells. Therefore, lead is not
considered to be wide-spread problemat this Site, and no treatnent has been proposed for |ead
If nmonitoring shows that lead is nore wi despread than now believed, EPA will address this
situation at that tine

A, ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION

Under the No Action alternative, the Site is left "as is", and no funds are expended for
active control of the groundwater contam nant plunme. Contam nated groundwater would remain
uncontrolled allowing for the potential mgration farther downgradi ent and deeper into bedrock
The NCP requires consideration of this alternative as a baseline for conparing other renedia
actions and the level of inprovenent achi eved. However, five-year reviews of the Site
remedi ati on decision, which consist of one round of sanpling of selected nonitoring and potable
wel l's, woul d be conducted over an estinated 30-year period.

B. ALTERNATIVE 2 - LIMTED ACTI ON

Inthis alternative, deeds in the area would be required to record the fact that groundwater
contami nation exists under the property, and if a potable well is constructed, a strong
possibility exists that the water will be contam nated with unacceptable |evels of volatile
organi c contam nants. These recordations would remain in place until the groundwater quality
woul d al | ow unrestricted use.

Sem -annual groundwater nonitoring woul d be conducted on both nonitoring wells and potabl e
drinking water wells. Wells would be sanpled for volatile organic conpounds. The five-year
revi ews woul d be required because concentrations of chemcals remain at the Site above |evels
that allow unlimted use of the groundwater.

C.  ALTERNATI VE 3 - GROUNDWATER EXPOSURE ABATEMENT

Under this alternative, all hones, churches, and businesses in the North Bel nont PCE Site
area not currently connected to the Gty of Gastonia or Gaston County public water supply would
be connected. In addition, residents will also be given the option to obtain well head treatnent
of their private well, i.e. groundwater treatnent such as a carbon filter unit would be
connected to the private water supply well.

Sem -annual groundwater nonitoring woul d be conducted on both nonitoring wells and potabl e
drinking water wells. Wells would be sanpled for volatile organic conpounds. The five-year
revi ews woul d be required because concentrations of chemcals remain at the Site above |evels
that allow unlimted use of the groundwater.

D. ALTERNATIVE 4 - GROUNDWATER EXPOSURE ABATEMENT PLUS GROUNDWATER TREATMENT

This alternative would include all the provisions of Alternative 3 plus would add treatnent
of the contam nated groundwater plune. The groundwater plunme has been divided into three
di stinct plumes contained within the shallow, saprolite aquifer, the top of bedrock aquifer, and
the bedrock aquifer. The treatnent process will consist of a conbination of two different
process options: in-well vapor stripping and in-situ biological treatnent.

The in-well vapor stripping and in-situ biorenediation technol ogi es woul d be used t hroughout
the plume. A treatability study would be perfornmed to determ ne the optimum conbi nati on of
these two treatnment processes, and the best conditions for the use of each

Addi ti onal studies and nonitoring woul d be needed to determ ne the effectiveness of this
conbi nation of treatnents. The study woul d al so focus on determining the opti mumtreatnent
t echnol ogy based on the uni que aspects of each plune; i.e., the shall ow plune would be nore



accessi bl e than the other two, the bedrock plune would be nore conplex due to the depth and the
presence of bedrock fractures. |In addition, another factor that should be taken into
consideration is the location of this Site; the majority of the plume is located in residential
privatel y-owned areas and the renedy woul d be designed so that it will not be overly intrusive
to the nei ghborhood.

SECTI ON 10. SUMVARY COF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

In this section, each alternative is assessed using seven evaluation criteria required
under CERCLA. Conparison of the alternatives with respect to these evaluation criteria are
presented in sutmary form This approach is designed to provide sufficient information to
adequately conpare the alternatives, aid in the selection of an appropriate renedy for the Site
and denonstrate satisfaction of the statutory requirenents.

Each alternative is evaluated in terns of its ability to

. Be protective of human health and the environnent.
. Attain ARARs or provide grounds for invoking a waiver
. Use permanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogi es or resource

recovery technol ogies to the maxi mum extent practicable

. Satisfy the preference for treatnment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or vol une of
t he hazardous substances, pollutants and contam nants as a principal elenent.

. Be cost-effective.

The seven evaluation criteria required to address the above CERCLA requirenents serve as the
basis for conducting the detailed analysis. The evaluation criteria are briefly described
bel ow.

1. COverall Protection of Hunan Heal th and the Environnent deterni nes whether each alternative
neets the requirenent that it be protective of human health and the environnent in both
short- and long-term from unacceptabl e risks posed by hazardous substances, pollutants
or contamnants. This criterion is of key inportance. Wile the renedy sel ected nay on
occasion seek a waiver of a given ARAR the remedy sel ected nust be protective of human
heal th and the environnent.

2. Conpliance with ARARs is used to determ ne how each alternative conplies with federal and
state ARARs as defined in CERCLA Section 121, as discussed in Section 2, or provide
grounds for invoking one of the waivers

3. Short-Term Effecti veness addresses the inpacts of the alternatives during the construction
and i npl enentati on phase until renedial response objectives have been nmet. Alternatives
are evaluated with respect to their short-termeffects on hunman health and the
envi ronnent .

4. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence addresses the results of a renedial action in terns
of the risk remaining at the Site after response objectives have been net. The primary
focus of this evaluation is the effectiveness of the controls that will be applied to
nmanage ri sk posed by treatnent residuals or untreated wastes

5. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol ume addresses the statutory preference for
sel ecting renedial actions that enploy treatnment technol ogi es that permanently and
significantly reduce toxicity, nobility, or volune of the hazardous substance as their
principal element. This preference is satisfied when treatnment is used to reduce the
principal threats at the Site through destruction of toxic contam nants, irreversible
reduction in contam nant nobility, or reduction of total volune of contam nated nedi a.

6. Inplementability addresses the technical and adm nistrative feasibility of inplenenting an
alternative and the availability of various services and materials required during its
i npl emrent ati on.



7. Cost estimates for the FS are expected to provi de an order-of - magni t ude eval uation for
conmparison of alternatives and are based on the site characterization developed in the R
Capital cost, annual cost, and a present worth analysis are part of this evaluation. The
present worth represents the amobunt of noney that, if invested in the initial year of the
renmedi al action at a given rate, would provide the funds required to nake future paynents
to cover all costs associated with the renedial action over its planned life. The
basel i ne present worth is conputed at a discount (interest) rate of 7 percent over a 30
year period. Appendix A contains spreadsheets showi ng each conponent of the present worth
cost s.

The first two criteria are referred to in the RI/FS gui dance manual (EPA 1988) as the
"threshold factors", inplying that for further consideration of an alternative, these two
criteria nmust be satisfied. Alternatives which do not satisfy these threshold factors are not
feasible (40 CFR 300.430(f)(1)(1)(A). Citeria 3 through 7 are referred to as "prinary
bal anci ng factors" (page 4-25 of RI/FS nanual), inplying that these criteria are used to sel ect
the alternative anong the feasible alternatives. There are two other criteria, state acceptance
and community acceptance, which are provided by state and | ocal agencies and the public. These
criteria will be evaluated in the responsiveness summary. A detailed analysis of the
alternatives using the above criteria is presented bel ow.

A Aternative 1 - No Action

Section 300.430 (e) of the NCP requires that the "no action" alternative be carried forward
for consideration in the detailed analysis of alternatives as a baseline for conparison of the
other alternatives. Under the no action alternative, funds are not expended for routine
nmonitoring, control, or cleanup of groundwater contam nation associated with the Site. Funding
woul d, however, be required for the five-year review

Overal|l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

This alternative would not provide any increased protection to human health or the
environnent. |If no action is taken, the groundwater plumes would continue to mgrate. Residents
inthe vicinity of the Site would continue to drink water fromprivate wells that contain
contam nants above the renedi ation goals. However, since soils at the Site did not contain any
significant anounts of contam nation, the concentration of contam nants in the groundwater woul d
be expected to decrease with time due to natural processes and dilution. Under this action
nmonitoring or verification of the decrease woul d be conducted only at the five-year revi ew
st age.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

The "no action" alternative would not address conpliance with ARARs since there would be no
active neasures taken to reduce the contam nant concentrations. The volatile organic
contam nant concentrati ons woul d be expected to decrease with tine due to natural processes and
dilution. Location- and action-specific ARARs do not apply to this alternative since further
remedi al action woul d not be conducted

Short-Term Ef fecti veness

Because no activities would be inplenmented, there would be no additional inpact on the
community. Al so, no construction or operation related i npacts to the environnment woul d occur
since no site activities would be perforned.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

Because renedi al actions would not occur, this alternative would not provide any |ong-term
effectiveness or pernanence. The long termrisks caused by the contam nated groundwater would
not be addressed. However, since the Site soils did not contain any significant anounts of
contam nation, the concentration of contaminants in the ground water woul d be expected to
decrease with tine due to natural processes and dilution

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol unme



The "no action" alternative would provide no reduction in toxicity, nobility, or volunme of
cont am nat ed groundwat er.

Inpl emrentability
This criterion is not applicable because renedial activities would not occur
Cost

The cost of this alternative consists only of 5-year revi ew expenses. The total present
worth cost for this alternative is approxi mately $291, 066

B. Aternative 2 - Limted Action

This alternative includes deed recordations and groundwater nonitoring to protect human
health and the environnment. Under this alternative, no groundwater remedi al neasures will be
undertaken at the Site. Five-year reviews are required under the NCP to deternmine if
contami nants which remain on-site are causing additional risk to human health or the
environnent. As a result of this review, EPAwill determne if additional site renmediation is
required. Five-year reviews are assuned to be conducted for a 30-year period

Deed recordations would require anending the property deed to note that contam nated
groundwater is located on the property. These recordations would be required on properties
withtn the extent of the groundwater plune. These recordations would renmain in place until the
groundwat er quality inproved enough to allow for unrestricted use

Goundwater will be nonitored sem -annually for five years and annually for 25 years at
approxi mately 30 existing nonitoring, converted residential, and residential wells. G oundwater
will be collected and anal yzed for VOCs and | ead

Overal|l Protection of Human Health and t he Environnent

Deed recordations would alert residents of the potential hazards associated with the
contam nated groundwater. They would limt exposure by warning of unlinited use of the
groundwat er, however, the recordations would not conpletely elimnate the risk of exposure or
control the plune mgration. Consequently, this alternative would not provide active protection
of human health and the environnment, although nonitoring would reveal future threats to human
heal th and the environnent.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

This alternative does not achieve the renedial action objectives of chem cal -specific ARARs
establ i shed for groundwater. Through natural processes and dilution, a decrease in the
contam nant concentrati on woul d be expected with tine. However, the magnitude of the decrease
can only be qualitatively determned. It is not known whether natural processes and dilution
alone would result in sufficient contam nant reduction to Maintain ARAR s. Location- and
action-specific ARARs do not apply to this alternative since further renedial actions of an
intrusive nature woul d not be conducted

Short-Term Ef fecti veness

Inplenenting this alternative would require approxi mately one year. G oundwater nonitoring
coul d begin imediately. No significant environmental inpacts would be expected during the
sanpl i ng events.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

Properly inpl emented deed recordati ons woul d make resi dents aware of the contami nati on and
thus potentially prevent ingestion and direct contact with contam nated groundwater, thereby
reducing risk to potential users. Inplenentation of deed recordations with continued nonitoring
woul d be required indefinitely. The long termnonitoring results and the actual effectiveness
of the deed recordati ons woul d require periodic reassessnment to determ ne the continued
effectiveness of this alternative. |If the degree of protectiveness to human health is



insufficient, further renedial actions would have to be inpl enented.
Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol ume

This alternative would not actively reduce the volune, toxicity or nobility of the
contam nants. The size of the contam nant plunme could increase with tine. However, as the size
of the plune increases the contam nant concentrations are expected to decrease via natura
processes and dilution.

Inpl emrentability

This alternative would be readily inplenented since there are no renedial activities of an
intrusive nature being performed. The inplenentation of nonitoring would present no
difficulties. Inplenenting and enforcing deed recordations would require the cooperation of the
state and | ocal governnents. The deed recordati ons may be subject to change in | egal and
political interpretations over tine. Voluntary acceptance by adjacent property owners is
questionabl e. Consequently, present or future property owners could choose to ignore or be
unawar e of the deed recordations. The recordation could also be lost during future property
transfers. For the above reasons, the reliability of groundwater use deed recordations is
consi dered uncertain. Legal services, field personnel and anal ytical |aboratories necessary for
inplenentation of this alternative are readily available. |If additional nonitor wells are
required, well drilling services are readily available. Mnitor equiprment is readily avail able
for groundwater sanpling.

Cost

The total estimated present worth cost for this alternative is $432,255. The capital costs
associated with this alternative include fees for inplenenting deed recordations and sanpling
equi pnent for nonitoring. The Q&M costs include long-termnonitoring activities, which have
been eval uated for a 30-year period.

C. Aternative 3 - Goundwater Exposure Abatenent

Under this alternative, all hones, churches, and businesses in the North Bel nont PCE Site
area not currently connected to the Gty of Belnont or Gaston County public water supply would
be connected. The North Belnont PCE Site area is defined in Figure 1-2 of this Record of
Decision. In addition, residents will also be given the option to obtain well head treatnent of
their private well.

I f requested, aqueous phase activated carbon units for renoval of organi cs from groundwater
supply woul d be installed at the well head of each residential well. Filtration will also be
used as a precursor to the carbon treatnent units.

This alternative al so includes nonitoring of groundwater from approximately 30 nonitoring
wells for 5 years on a sem -annual basis and for 25 years on an annual basis.

Al connections to the Gty water systemwould require assistance fromstate and | oca
authorities, especially in the areas of public notification, systemdesign, and system
construction. During initial procedures, an accurate count of the nunber of residences that
are, or may be potentially affected by the groundwater contam nant plune woul d have to be
determ ned. Once determined, EPA state and local authorities would have to notify each
resident and present the positive and negative aspects of a public water connection. Recognition
of the fact that sonme residents will not want to accept public water supply connection is
understood. After notification of the public, systemdesign will begin. Systemdesign wll
requi re agreenent between local authorities and EPA as to the total nunber of connections and
total extent of pipeline. Followi ng conpletion of the systemdesign, systemconstruction will
commrence. The systemwi |l nost likely be installed by the local authority or qualified
contractor.

Goundwater treatnent at the wellhead will consist of the installation of a filtration unit
and granul ar activated carbon (GAC) unit. Both of the filter systens will be installed in-line
on present residential water systens. The systens will be designed to renove particul ates from
the influent groundwater as well as any organi cs present.



The first filtering unit of the in-line treatnment systemw |l consist of a particulate
filter for renoval of sediment and other matter fromthe influent water line. Follow ng the
particulate filter, the feed water will flowinto a GAC system The GAC systemw || consi st
of two units operated in a downfl ow fi xed-bed node, as it has been found to be nost cost
effective and produces the | owest effluent concentrations for |ow solids feed streans. Due to
space constraints, each unit will contain a maxi mum of 50 pounds of carbon and will be repl aced
on a sem -annual to annual basis. Spent carbon will be taken offsite for regeneration or
di sposal

To assess the effectiveness of the treatnent system the water effluent will be routinely
nonitored. Monitoring will be nmore frequent during startup and early operation. A
typi cal / conparative groundwater nonitoring programis described in Alternative 2 - Limted
Action

Overal|l Protection of Human Health and t he Environnent

This alternative provides protection of residents from contam nated groundwater during an
extended period of tinme; therefore, risks to current and potential groundwater users are
expected to decrease. However, this alternative does not preclude potential damage to the
environnent frommgration of the current groundwater plunme or nmigration of the plune to other
ar eas.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

Under this alternative, groundwater recovered fromthe well head treatnment will be treated
such that contam nant concentrations in the effluent will be bel ow the renedi ati on goal s.
However, this alternative will do little to control the migration of the overall groundwater
pl ure.

Short-Term Ef fecti veness

Appropriate levels of protection will be used during installation of the treatnent system
and connection of residents to the city water supply. Disposal of any wastes generated during
construction and operation will follow proper handling practices and should not have adverse
envi ronnental i npact.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

Connecting affected residents to city water supply will provide a permanent renedy for
protection of hunman health. The wellhead treatnment woul d require regul ar mai nt enance and
conti nued nonitoring.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol ume

Punpi ng at a water supply well would capture the plunme on a limted basis and thus reduce
the nobility. Treating the groundwater by aqueous phase GAC will reduce the concentrations of
organics in the groundwater to the remedi ation goals and therefore, the toxicity and vol une.

Inpl emrentability

This alternative involves installation of in-line groundwater treatnent units, including
filtration units and activated carbon units. These conponents are widely, available and the
system can be assenbl ed usi ng nornmal construction techniques. Al of the units of the treatnent
systemare easily transportable and installed. For the organic contam nants detected at the
Site, carbon adsorption is a proven technology and is often used as a neans for treatnent.

Water lines currently used by the city are in close proximty to many of the residences at
the Site and would only require extensions of the lines to connect new resi dences. Pernmits and
desi gns woul d have to be obtained by the local authority or qualified contractor.

Cost

Costs associated with the connection of residences to the public water supply include public



notification, systemdesign, and system construction. For estinating purposes, EPA assunmed 75
residents woul d be connected to city water. Capital costs associated with the groundwater
treatnent unit portion of the alternative includes treatability study costs, installation of the
filter and carbon adsorption units, and other associated instrunmentation and equi prent. For
estimating purposes, EPA assuned that 50 residents would request wellhead treatnment with
operation and naintenance for a period of 1 year. The estinmated total present worth cost for
this alternative is $2,196, 275

D. Aternative 4 - GNExposure Abatenent Plus GW Treat nment

This alternative includes all the provisions of Alternative 3 - G oundwater Exposure
Abat enent plus adds renedi ati on of the groundwater that contains contam nant concentrations
above the renediation goals, The najor conmponents of the groundwater treatnent option include
in-well vapor stripping and in-situ biological treatnent.

The in-well VOC renoval systemvolatilizes VOCs contained in groundwater and renoves them as
a vapor. The vapor is retrieved using vacuumextraction and is treated above ground by
adsorption onto granular activated carbon (GAC). The VOC-enriched vapor is extracted and the
partially cleaned water is returned to the aquifer. The systemrecircul ates the groundwater
through air-lift punping. The system converts groundwater contam nation into a vapor that is
vacuumextracted and treated. At the sane tinme, air-lift punping circulates the groundwater,
whi ch becones cl eaner with each pass through the in-well air stripper. The only input to the
systemis gas, which is injected into the well. The injected gas is typically air and can be
recycl ed during the process.

The only output of the systemis gas that is renmoved fromthe well; this gas contains the
VOCs renoved fromthe groundwater. After renoval, this VOC vapor is adsorbed onto GAC. The GAC
is regenerated and reused. No major facilities are needed for this technology. Power is needed
to operate the punps and conpressors. The nethod itself involves no noving parts beneath the
ground surface; however, careful packer and well designs would be required to successfully
divert the groundwater fromthe well back into the saturated zone and to the water table

The systemis expected to operate approximately 10 years. The naxi num anount of
contamination is estimated to be renoved within the first three years. After 10 years of
operation, the treatnent systemw |l be evaluated for its effectiveness and the decision will
be made on the continuation of this treatnent.

The second conponent of the treatnent systemwould be in-situ biorenediation to degrade the
contam nants in the aquifer. The process involves the addition of mcroorgani snms, nutrients,
and an oxygen source (if aerobic) to the aquifer to enhance the natural degradati on process. A
treatability study will be conducted to determ ne the opti mum concentrations of nitrogen
phosphorus, and other trace minerals that are required by the microorganisns to best degrade the
or gani ¢ conpounds.

Groundwater nonitoring will be conducted quarterly for the first three years, sem-annually
for the next seven years, and annually for five years thereafter.

Overal|l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

This alternative would provide significant protection of hunan health and the environnent
t hrough groundwat er renedi ati on and connection of residents to the city water supply.

Conpl i ance with ARARs
Under this alternative, groundwater will be treated such that the contam nant concentrations
in the effluent will be below renedlation goals. This treatnment option will conply with
chem cal -, location-, and action-specific ARARs.
Short-Term Ef f ecti veness
During installation of the treatment system the usual precautions necessary for

construction activities will be taken. The installation of wells and the treatnent systemwill
not involve a significant rel ease of volatiles to the environment. D sposal of any wastes



generated during construction and operation would fol | ow established handling practices.
Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

The use of treatnent processes provides a pernmanent nmethod for treating the VOC contam nants
in the groundwater. Spent carbon will be disposed in an approved facility or regenerated
off-site.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility and Vol ume

Punpi ng at the wells would capture the plunme and thus reduce plunme nobility. Treating the
groundwat er woul d renove VOCs present in the groundwater to the renedi ation goals, thus reducing
the toxicity and vol une of groundwater contam nation. This process would not release VOCs to the
at nospher e.

Inpl ementability

This alternative involves installation of groundwater extraction wells, small punps,
conpressor, and GAC canisters, in addition to electrical connections. These conponents are
wi dely avail abl e and the system can be assenbl ed usi ng common construction techniques. Al the
units of the treatment systemare easily transportable and installed.

Cost

The total present worth cost for this alternative is approxinately $4, 716, 400. Tota
capital costs are estimated to be $2, 779, 270.

E. Conparative Analysis of Alternatives

Presented in Table 10-1 are ranking scores for each evaluation criteria, excluding cost.
Each alternative's performance was ranked on a scale of zero to five, with zero indicating none
of the criteria' s requirenents were net, and five indicating all of the requirenents were net.
The ranking scores are not intended to be quantitative or additive. They are summary indicators
only of each alternative's perfornmance against the evaluation criteria. The ranking scores
conbined with the present worth costs provide the basis for conparison anong alternatives.

Under overall protection, the no action alternative (Alternative 1) is ranked the | owest
("0") since contam nated groundwater is left onsite with no further actions bei ng conduct ed.
Alternative 2 is ranked slightly higher ("1") since deed recordations will be inplenmented in an
attenpt to limt contact with the contam nated groundwater. Alternative 4 is ranked hi gher
("5") than Alternative 3 ("4") since this alternative provides for treatnent of the entire
contam nant plune and woul d provi de added protection to residents downgradi ent of the Site who
are currently not affected by the Site.

Under conpliance with ARARs, Alternatives 1 and 2 are ranked the lowest ("0") since
contam nated groundwater remai ns onsite and chemi cal -specific ARARs are not net. Alternative 3
is ranked | ower than Afternative 4 since ARARs will not be nmet over the entire plune.

Under long-termeffectiveness, the no action alternative is ranked the | owest since
cont am nated groundwater would be left onsite with no further actions being conducted
Alternative 2 is ranked slightly higher since deed recordations would sonmewhat |imt contact
with the contam nated groundwater. Alternative 4 is ranked hi ghest since contam nated
groundwat er over the entire plume woul d be renedi at ed

Under reduction of T/MV, Alternatives 1 and 2 are ranked the | owest since contam nated
groundwater renains as is. The mobility, toxicity, and volune are reduced in both Alternatives
3 and 4, however, to a greater extent in Aternative 4.

Under short-termeffectiveness and inplenentability, Alternative 1 is ranked the highest
since no further actions are being conducted. Aternative 2 is ranked next since the only
actions taking place are deed recordations and groundwater nonitoring. The renaining
alternatives are ranked equal ly.



Table 10-1. Conparative Analysis of Alternatives

1- No 2-Limted 3- G oundwat er 4- G oundwat er
Action Action Exposur e Abat enent Exposur e Abat enent
& Treat ment

Overal |l Protection 0 1 4 5
Conpl i ance w ARARs 0 0 4 5
Long- Term Ef f ecti veness 0 1 4 5
Reduction of MT/V 0 0 4 5
Short - Term Ef f ecti veness 5 4 3 3
Inpl ementability 5 4 3 3

Present Wrth Costs $291, 066 $432, 255 $2, 196, 275 $4, 716, 400



SECTION 11. THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon consi deration of the requirenents of CERCLA, the NCP, the detailed
anal ysis of alternatives and public and state comments, EPA has selected Alternative 4 as the
groundwater renedy for this Site. The renedy includes connecting all hones, churches and
busi nesses in the "North Bel nont PCE Area" as depicted in Figure 1-2 of this docunent to the
Cty of Belnont public water supply; optional installation of granulated carbon filters on
private wells with operation and naintenance of the filter for one year with a filter
repl acenent after the first year of operation; and groundwater treatnment by insitu biol ogical
treatnent and in-well vapor stripping. At the conpletion of this renmedy, the risk associated
with this Site has been calculated to be within the accepted risk range determ ned to be
protective of hunman health and the environnent. The total present worth of the sel ected renedy
is $4,716,400. Tables 11-1 and 11-2 provide a detail ed cost estimate for the chosen renedy.

A. G oundwat er Renedi ation

Groundwat er renedial will address the contam nated groundwater at the Site. The nmjor
conponents of the groundwater treatnent option include in-well vapor stripping and in-situ
biol ogical treatnent. The in-well VOC renoval systemvolatilizes VOCs contained i n groundwater
and renoves themas a vapor. The vapor is retrieved using vacuumextraction and is treated
above ground by adsorption onto granular activated carbon (GAC). The VOG- enriched vapor is
extracted and the partially cleaned water is returned to the aquifer. The systemrecircul ates
the groundwater through air-lift punping. The systemconverts groundwater contamnation into a
vapor that is vacuumextracted and treated. At the sane tine, air-lift punping circul ates the
groundwat er, which becones cl eaner with each pass through the in-well air stripper. The only
input to the systemis gas, which is injected into the well. The injected gas is typically air
and can be recycled during the process

The only output of the systemis gas that is renmoved fromthe well; this gas contains the
VOCs renoved fromthe groundwater. After renoval, this VOC vapor is adsorbed onto GAC. The GAC
is regenerated and reused. No major facilities are needed for this technology. Power is needed
to operate the punps and conpressors. The nethod itself involves no noving parts beneath the
ground surface; however, careful packer and well designs would be required to successfully
divert the groundwater fromthe well back into the saturated zone and to the water table. The
systemis expected to operate approxi mately 10 years.



Tabl e Nunber: 11-1

PRESENT WORTH CAPI TAL COST

Alternative No. 4 -GWN Exposure Abatenent plus GW Treat nment

Site Nane: North Belnont PCE Site
Site Location: North Belnmont, NC

| TEM DESCRI PTI ON

MOBI LI ZATI ON
Transport Equi pnent/ St af f
Tenporary Facilities

I NVELL VAPOR STRI PPI NG
I nstall ati on/ equi pnent

I NSI TU Bl OREMVEDI ATI ON
Treatability Study
Reinfiltration System

C TY WATER CONNECTI ONS

Installation/ 75 residents

Desi gn specifications, regul atory
approval, permts (20%

WELLHEAD TREATMENT
Installation per residence

Treatability Study

HEALTH AND SAFETY
EQUI PMENT/ TEMPORARY UTI LI TI ES

SUBTOTAL - CAPI TAL COST

CONTRACTOR FEE (10% of Capital Cost)

D scount Rate: 7%
Date: July 1997

QUANTI TY UNI T COST ($)

1 15, 000

1 15, 000

20 25, 000

1 25, 000

1 80, 000

10, 560 feet 60/ f oot
50 5, 500

1 lump sum

1 lump sum

LEGAL FEES, LICENSES, AND PERM TS (5% of Capital Cost)

ENG NEERI NG & ADM NI STRATI VE (15% of Capital Cost)

SUBTOTAL

CONTI NGENCY (25% OF SUBTOTAL)
TOTAL CAPI TAL COST

PRESENT WORTH Q&M COST

TOTAL PRESENT WORTH COST

TOTAL COST DOLLARS

$15, 000
$15, 000

$500, 000

$25, 000

$80, 000

$633, 600

$126, 720

$275, 000

$10, 000

$30, 000

$1, 710, 320

$171, 032

$85, 516

$256, 548

$2, 223, 416

$555, 854

$2, 779, 270

$1, 937, 130

$4, 716, 400



Tabl e Nunber 11-2

Alternative No. 4 -GWN Exposure Abatenent Plus GW Treat nment

Site Nane: North Belnont PCE Site

Site Location: North Bel nont,

| TEM DESCRI PTI ON

VELL MAI NTENANCE

GW Moni tori ng
Quarterly
VOC Anal ysi s
Labor (sanpl i ng)
Report Preparation
Sem - Annual
VOC Anal ysi s
Labor (sanpl i ng)
Report Preparation
Annua
VOC Anal ysi s
Labor (sanpl i ng)
Report Preparation

5- YEAR REVI EW
Report Preparation

VELLHEAD TREAT
Labor/ Mai nt enance

Moni toring of effluent

GAC repl acenent

I NVEELL VAPOR

STRI PPI NG
Mai nt enance
Mai nt enance

Bl OREMEDI ATI ON
Addi tives
Syst em Mai nt enance

TOTAL PRESENT WORTH Q&M COSTS -

NC

ANNUAL
QUANTI TY

120

50x4 =200
50

20
20

12
12

$1, 937, 130

REMEDI AL ACTI ON CPERATI ON COsT

D scount Rate: 7%

Dat e

UNI T COST
(%)

lump sum

$125/ sanpl e
$2, 400/ event
$2, 500/ event

$125/ sanpl e
$2, 400/ event
$2, 500/ event

$125/ sanpl e
$2, 400/ event
$2, 500/ event

$2, 500/ r eport

8% of capital
$125/ sanpl e
$530/ uni t

$12, 000
$6, 000

$2, 500/ nont h
$500/ nont h

July 1997

TOTAL COST
PER YEAR

$20, 000

$15, 000
$9, 600
$10, 000

$7, 500
$4, 800
$5, 000

$3, 750
$2, 400
$2, 600

$2, 500

$22, 000
$25, 000
$26, 500

$240, 000
$120, 000

$30, 000
$6, 000

OPERATI ON
TIME ( YEARS);
OCCURENCES

10

[E

10
10



The second conponent of the treatnent systemwould be in-situ biorenediation to degrade the
contam nants in the aquifer. The process involves the addition of mcroorgani snms, nutrients,
and an oxygen source (if aerobic) to the aquifer to enhance the natural degradati on process. A
treatability study will be conducted to determ ne the opti mum concentrations of nitrogen,
phosphorus, and other trace minerals that are required by the microorganisns to best degrade the
or gani ¢ conpounds.

The groundwater treatnent is expected to | ast approxi mately 10 years. G oundwater nonitoring
will be conducted quarterly for the first three years, senmi-annually for the next seven years,
and annual ly for five years thereafter.

Per f or mance St andards

The goal of this renedial action is to restore the groundwater to its beneficial use. Based
on informati on obtai ned during the RL, and the analysis of all renedial alternatives, EPA and
the State of North Carolina believe that the selected renedy will be able to achieve this goal.

Groundwat er contami nation may be especially persistent in the immediate vicinity of the
contam nants' source, where concentrations are relatively high. The ability to achieve
remedi ation levels at all points throughout the area of attainnent, or plunme, cannot be
determned until the treatnent system has been inpl enented, nodified, as necessary, and plune
response nonitored over tine.

Groundwat er shall be treated until the follow ng performance standards are attai ned
t hroughout the contam nant pl unes:

Cont am nant Renedi ati on Level R sk Level
Lead 15 ug/| NA

Met hyl ene Chl ori de 5 ug/| 1E- 05

C s-1, 2-Di chl or oet hene 70 ug/| H =0.4
Tri chl or oet hene 2.8 ug/l 1E- 06
Tetrachl or oet hene 1 ug/l 1E- 06

Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 3ug/ | 1E- 06

Chl orof orm 1 ug/l 1E- 06

1, 1- D chl or oet hene 1 ug/l 1E- 05

Hazard Index (H') - Relates to non-cancer risks

1E-06 Ri sk Level - Probability for carcinogenic effects

(See Section 6 of this docunment for an explanation of H and R sk Levels)

NA - Not applicable. R sk fromlead is not calculated using H or risk |evel.
ug/1 - micrograns per liter

If it is determned that certain portions of the aquifer cannot be restored to their
beneficial use, all of the followi ng nmeasures involving | ong-term managenent nay occur, for an
indefinite period of tine, as a nodification of the existing system

a) engineering controls such as physical barriers, or long-termgradient control
provi ded by | ow | evel punping, as contam nant neasure;

b) performance standards nay be waived for the cleanup of those portions of the
aqui fer based on the technical inpracticability of achieving further contam nant
reducti on;

c) institutional controls nmay be provided naintained to restrict access to those
portions of the aquifer which renain above rernediation |evels;



d) continued nonitoring of specified wells; and
e) periodic reevaluation of renedial technol ogies for groundwater restoration
The decision to invoke anyor all of these neasures nay be nade during a periodic review of
the remedial action, which will occur at 5 year intervals in accordance with CERCLA Section
121(c).
The renedi al actions shall conply with all ARARs (See Section V11).

B. Additional Sanpling Requirenents

Addi ti onal groundwater sanpling shall be conducted to further define the extent of
contam nation. Specifically, the follow ng shall be obtained at a m ni num

. Additional nonitoring wells are needed in the follow ng areas

. West and sout hwest of Source Area A (across Wodlawn Dr), surficial zone

. South of Source Area B and MM 10, top of bedrock zone; and

. East of Source Area B and TW 11/ MN¥ 10, top of bedrock zone.

. Periodic private well sanpling to determine if any of the residents' wells exceed

t he Energency Response action level of 70 ug/1 for PCE
SECTI ON 12. DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGE

CERCLA Section 117(b) requires an expl anation of significant change fromthe preferred
alternative presented in the Proposed Plan dated July 29, 1997. In the proposed plan
Alternative 4 was chosen for groundwater at the North Bel nont Site.

In the original proposed plan, EPA had proposed to allow residents the opportunity to have
carbon units put on their private well so that they could continue use of these wells wthout
fear of ingesting contam nated water. EPA had proposed operati on and nmai nt enance of these
carbon filter units for a period of ten years. This Site is a fund-lead Site; there are no
viabl e potentially responsible parties. Therefore, according to the NCP, the State woul d be
required to pay for the operation and nmai ntenance of these carbon filter units after the first
year of operation, The State woul d take over the O&M on the groundwater treatnent and nonitoring
systemafter 10 years

However, a comment fromthe State was received after the Proposed Plan was put out for
public comment. By letter dated August 6, 1997, NC DEHNR stated that "W woul d not support
sel ection of a renmedy which would require the State to pay for operation and nmi ntenance of
these filter units. W would support this remedy only if the residents who opted for these
units agreed to assune operation and nmai nt enance costs."

Therefore, the remedy will include installation and nonitoring of the carbon unit for one
(1) year with a replacenent unit to be installed at the end of the first year. Following this
one year period, operation and mai ntenance costs associated with continued effectiveness of the
carbon unit shall be the responsibility of the well owner. This change is reflected in the new
cost estimates for Alternatives 3 and 4. EPA will continue to nonitor a nunber of private wells
to determne if residents are being exposed to contam nants above the MiLs.

G her changes in the cost estimate include the addition of five extra inwell vapor stripping
wells, and five years of groundwater nonitoring



APPENDI X A

RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
NORTH BELMONT PCE SI TE
NORTH BELMONT, NORTH CARCLI NA

Thi s Responsi veness Summary for the North Belnont Site (hereinafter referred to as the
"Site") is divided into the foll owing sections

SECTI ON | OVERVI EW

The overvi ew summari zes the public's reaction to the renedial alternatives listed in the
Proposed Renedi al Action Plan (Proposed Plan). The Proposed Plan outlines the various nethods
of renediation at the Site and di scusses EPA's preferred alternative.

SECTION 11 BACKGROUND ON COMMUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT

The background section summari zes the major community concerns identified in the Comunity
Rel ati ons Plan and public comment period on the Renmedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study
(RI/FS) and Proposed Pl an

SECTION 111 SUMVARY OF COMMENTS AND QUESTI ONS RECEI VED DURI NG THE PUBLI C COMVENT PERI CD
AND EPA' S RESPONSES

This section responds to all significant comments and concerns received by EPA during the
public comment peri od.

l. OVERVI EW

The Proposed Plan for the Site was issued in July 1997. EPA's public comment period for
the Site was originally scheduled to run fromJuly 29, 1997 through August 29, 1997. The
comrent period was extended an additional 14 days to Septenber 12, 1997

EPA conducted a public neeting on August 7, 1997. At this neeting, the public was given an
opportunity to ask questions and to comment on the renedial alternatives outlined in the
Proposed Plan and EPA's preferred alternative. The coments and EPA's responses are included in
Appendi x B, the transcript of the public meeting. |In general, the public supported EPA's
preferred alternative to connect all residents, businesses and churches within the Site area to
city water, and to treat the contam nated groundwat er

I'1. BACKGROUND ON COVMUNITY | NVOLVEMENT

EPA's involvenment with the North Belnmont Site began in 1991, when EPA's Energency Response
Unit connected North Bel mont El enentary School and a nunber of residents to the Gty of Bel nont
public water supply. EPA began preparation of a work plan for the RI/FSin late 1995. Since
that tinme, EPA has inplenented a community relations programin the Site area designed to inform
the public of Site activities and solicit input fromthe comunity regarding its site-related
concerns and questions. These efforts have included dissem nating printed public information
materials and conducting public neetings and information sessions to coincide with technica
mlestones at the Site

EPA conducted community interviews with residents in April 1996 to identify comunity issues
and concerns regarding the Site, and fromthis infornation prepared a Conmunity Relations Plan
outlining Agency outreach activities. A local infornation repository was al so established to
house EPA docunents devel oped during the Superfund process. The repository is located in the
Bel nont Branch of the Gaston County Public Library System

Interviews conducted with residents in the imediate vicinity of the Site reveal ed concerns
about water quality and health effects of chemicals in the groundwater. Key issues raised by
area residents during the 1996 interviews were:



. Water quality of private wells

. Cost of connection to Gty water
. Health effects on children from contam nated water
. Loss of property val ue

Public nmeetings were held in: June 1996 to discuss the upcomng RI/FS;, and July 1997 to
di scuss the Proposed Plan. Based upon the attendance at public neetings and the overal
f eedback EPA has received fromthe public, the level of community interest inthe Siteis
characterized as nedium |In general, residents have responded favorably to Site renedi ati on

Di spl ay ads announcing the neetings were placed in two area newspapers. Fact sheets were
mailed to individuals on the Site's mailing |ist announcing major mlestones and neetings. EPA
al so conducted neetings with city and county officials to keep theminforned and abreast of
ongoi ng activities. Tel ephone conversations were also held with citizens in the area

I11. SUMVARY OF COMVENTS AND QUESTI ONS RECElI VED DURI NG THE PUBLI C COMMENT PERI GD AND EPA' S
RESPONSES

This section contains a sunmary of verbal questions and comments received during the public
comrent period. No witten comrents were received.

Conment : A resident on School Street who has city water, wants to continue to use their wel
to water their yard. They would also like to continue to get their well tested

Response: Resi dents can continue to use their private wells for uses other than for drinking
wat er and showers. EPA will continue to test a nunber of private wells periodically.

Conment : One honeowner in the Site area took the initiative to connect to city water after
the contam nation was discovered in 1991. The would like to know if they can get reinbursed for
this connection, since they woul d have been connected by EPA during this renediation

Response: EPA is looking into this situation to determine if sone type of conpensation can be
given to the resident.

Conment : The Gty of Belmont Gty Manager wanted a |list of nanes and addresses of those who
will need city water. He also stated that engineering plans will have to neet State and Gty
specifications for extension of water |ines.

Response: EPA will work closely with city officials to ensure that all Site residents will
be connected properly to the Cty's public water supply.



APPENDI X B
PUBLI C MEETI NG TRANSCRI PT
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Can you see it? You can't -- |I'll show you where
it is. The site discovery is here and we -- the site
was di scovered sonme years ago and our office at EPA in
Atlanta got it in 1995. W're going through the
witing process right now, developing all of our data
for that. The renedial investigation has begun and
that's why we're here tonight, to go through our
renmedi al investigation and the feasibility study are
both -- go hand in hand

The renedi al investigation spans -- if you were --
live right around the area, you m ght have seen people
out doing all kinds of sanpling of the groundwater and
wells, the soil and so forth. That's a part of the
renmedi al investigation when they go out and take the
sanples to determne, well, what contam nants are here,
what quantity in here, how deep are the contam nants
and so forth. So all of that -- the sanples cone back
and they' re anal yzed and we have a report cover the
investigation of what's in the repository, as well as a
feasibility study.

The feasibility study is a study of all the
possi bl e renedies that can be used to treat the
contam nants that we've found. And then, step five

right here, is the public comment period and that's
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what we're getting to right now, where we have the
Record of Decision that will be coming up after we have
the public comment period. W cone in and tell you
"This is what we've found and this is what we propose
to do. Wat do you think? How do you feel about
this?" So that's our purpose here tonight, to get your
input, to find out what you think about it and we have
a thirty-day comrent period, but it's been extended
fourteen nore days.

Once all the comments have conme in and been
answered, we will then propose a responsiveness
summary. That is attached to what we call the Record
of Decision, which is this one right here, the Record
of Decision. These are all |egal docunments that we
prepare and they are admissible in court and so forth
like that, so they are |egal

Then after the Record of Decision, which says this
is -- these renedies that have been sel ected based on
all the data that we have found and all the information
that the public has given us. This is what we choose
Then after that, in step nunber seven, the cl eanup
plan, that's the remedi al design and the renedi al
design is like a blueprint of what we're going to do
and that taken a little while to do. Usually the --

let ne back up just a little bit.
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The remedi al investigation and feasibility study
process, that can usually take anywhere froma year to
two years. it just depends on the conplexity of the
site and what all we have to do. The cl eanup process
pl an, right under nunber seven step there, the renedia
design and the renedial action, that can take about six
nmonths to a year, just, there again, depends on the
conplexity of the treatnent technol ogy that we have to
design

So all of that -- these steps here are yet to
cone, then the long-termcleanup itself. That's what
we call the renedial action and that's when the plants
thensel ves are actually constructed and treat nent
begi ns, the soil being dug up or groundwater being
punped and treated. That's going to be in that nunber
ei ght.

Then all during this whol e process, we have the
comunity relations aspect. Wth all the various
things that we do, we have a community rel ations plan
al ready prepared. W have the information repository,
as | said, at the Belnont branch library; we val ue such
contacts and we have, like, (inaudible) here and voices
in effect here, too, (inaudible), keep in touch with
them and the state people, |local folks. Then we have

informal meetings and fornmal neetings |ike we're having
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tonight. W also issue fact sheets, have press
rel eases and different things.

Al so, there are what we call technical assistance
grants avail able. These grants are for a sum of
$50, 000, which is given to -- awarded to a comunity
group that wants to formto recruit or hire a
consultant to help themgo through all the stages that
we' re devel oping to get a better understandi ng of the
techni cal aspects of the project and to provide us with
coments. So a technical assistance grant is avail able
for citizens that want to forma group

And then there's another group that we call the
CAG for short. That's the community advisory group
and those are not funded, however. Those are voluntary
and there are a |lot of conmunities that do have these
ki nds of folks get together and hear about what's going
on and gather on a nmonthly basis to find out and have
their input on what's being said.

Al so, we have a toll-free nunber. It is on the
literature that you have, the fact sheet, the green
fact sheet that you got in your hand right there on the
very back page. It should be on the back page. It's
1-800-435-9233. So if at any time you have any
questions, please call. we are -- Gezelle and nysel f

are there and if we happen to be out of the office,
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we' ve got answering nachi nes and --
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:
Repeat that phone nunber, please.
V5. BARRETT:

1-800-435-9233. And that will get you to our
secretaries there in the office and they will give
information, switch you to us. W will be glad to
assi st you and help you in any way we can with your
questions or you see sonething, you know, if you have
any concerns, please call. That's what that 800 nunber
is for. W want to hear fromyou. And that pretty
much covers, | think, what | wanted to tell you from
the community rel ations aspect.

| appreciate your tine and thank you very much.
And, G ezelle, if you want to come up and start, she's
going to tell you what all they've found and | think
that will bring us up to date.

V5. BENNETT:

I"mjust going to quickly switch sides so | won't
be standing in front of anything. Can y'all see that
in the back?

(Di scussion regarding visual aid equipnent)
V5. BENNETT:
As Diane nentioned, this is the North Bel mont PCE

Site Proposal Plan Public Meeting and in this neeting,
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we want to discuss EPA s proposed cl eanup renedies for
the site.

Now, the site is located in a mixed residential
and light commercial area. It consists of two forner
dry cleaning facility locations. They're shown as site
A, which is the Roper's Shopping Center on Wodl awn
Drive. It was operated from 1960 to 1975 and the owner
reportedly disposed of the dry cleaning solutions that
cont ai ned hazardous chenicals on the ground in back of
his shop. Site Bis located at the intersection of
Suggs and Acne and that was reported by a citizen to
have been a dry cleaning facility before 1960

Now, just a brief background about the site. The
site was discovered in February of 1991. The Gaston
County Heal th Departnent sanpled the North Bel nont
El ementary School well and they found volatile organic
conpounds or what we refer to as VOCs. The Region 4
Energency was notified and they, with the health
departnment, sanpled twenty-five additional private
well's and they again found the volatile organic
conpounds. As a result of this sanpling, sonme
residents were connected to city water. Qhers chose
not to be connected

Now, this is a pictorial view of the extent of the

groundwat er contam nation as it existed in 1991. In
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July of '91 the state investigated the site and then in
Cct ober, '95, EPA began a long-terminvestigation,
referred to as the renedial investigation.

Now, as | had mentioned, the objectives of the
renedi al investigation are to determ ne the nature and
extent of the contam nation, determ ne where the
contamnation is going and determ ne the potenti al
receptors. That neans who will be affected by this
cont am nati on.

Now, as you-all probably recogni ze, this shows
your nei ghborhood; this shows our R study area. The
two red dots show the fornmer dry cleaning facilities.
There's also a green triangle that shows a previous
refrigerator repair shop that we al so thought m ght be
a source of groundwater contam nation and it al so shows

a nachi ne shop.

(Discussion regarding the site)

MB. BENNETT:

Now, the first thing we thought we should do was
to take a well survey and | know a | ot of people were
contacted about whether or not you still use your
private well and what usage you use it for. This shows
what we now believe is the well use in this area.

The green shown the people who are on city water

and this part that's in -- it's up here -- that's hard
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to see, too, | guess, fromwhere you're sitting, but
basically what it is is green, blue, red and what other

color is there?

MS. BARRETT:
Yel | ow.
MS. BENNETT:

Yell ow. The blue dots on there, those are the
ones we really need to know about, as to whether or not
people are still using the residential wells and so
that will conme into play later. That's why we have
that larger nmap over there.

This figure shows our initial sanpling |ocations
that we cane out in March, 1996; we took sanpl es of
residential wells and also prior residential wells that
were now converted into nonitoring wells and based on
this sanpling, one additional residence was connected
to city water, due to high levels of organics. This
well was previously free of organics, in 1991, so that
told us that that plune that you previously saw, that
area of contam nation, had noved

We took soil sanples to determine if there was any
additional contam nation in the soil that nmay also be a
source of contamnation in the groundwater. W found a
few nmetals in the soil but none of the volatile organic

conpounds that we had been seeing in the groundwater



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

W took surface water and sedinent sanples in a
nearby streamto determne if the site was inpacting
the stream Again, we found a few netals but none of
the volatile organics that woul d be associated with the
site. In connection with the surface water sedi ment
sanpling, the EPA al so conducted a bio assessnent in
the area to determine if the streamwas heal thy, that
is, could organisns live in this stream The
concl usion was that the streamwas in fair condition,
which neans that it wasn't pristine, but it wasn't in
really bad shape either, but we could not determ ne
whet her this was due to the streambeing in an urban
area or because of site effects.

This figure shows the shallow wells that we put
in. Now, we have three different aquifers at this
site: a shallow, which is approxinmately thirty to
thirty-five feet below |l and surface, and these are --
this is a pictorial of the wells that we put in and
this shows the contam nation that we found in the
shal | ow aqui fer.

This figure is of the tetrachl oroet hene pl unes
that we found. W found values as high as 2, 200
m crograns per liter and just to give you a reference,
the EPA' s drinking water standard is five mcrograns

per liter and the state groundwater standard is 0.7.
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W al so found both PCEs, trichloroethene and 1, 2-
di chl oroethene. These are all volatile organic
conpounds.

So based on the depth of some of the residentia
wel s that were contaninated, we al so conducted an
i nvestigation of the deeper aquifers. This figure
shows the wells that were installed both at the top of
bedrock -- | don't know -- you can refer to the figure
over there that Diane has up of the water cycle --
where these are right above the rock that's down bel ow
the surface and we al so had sonme that were installed
into the bedrock. The top of bedrock ranged between 35
to 110 feet deep and this map shows the top of the
bedr ock plune, which contains tetrachl oroethene or what
we call PCE. These levels ranged as high as 2,500 and
that map is also the nap on the wall, the one furthest
fromnme. As you can see, it's a big difference between
the one we had in '91 and the one now we have in 1997

The next figure, which is the one closest to ne,
shows the contanination that we found in the bedrock
pl umre and these |l evels range up to 3500 m crograns per
liter.

Qur next step, once we identified the
contam nation, was to -- what to do about it so

therefore, the next step was a feasibility study. The
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obj ectives of the feasibility study were to devel op

cl eanup goals for the groundwater, identify and screen
different ways of cleaning that up and then identify
different alternatives based upon the different
technol ogi es that we found.

The cl eanup goal s are based on ARARs, which are
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents
and there are three types of those. They are
chemical -specific, such as |laws that specify the
drinking water standards, as | previously told you
| ocation-specific, such as laws that protect wetl ands,
and action-specific, such as |land disposal restrictions
and restrictions on the discharged treated water

And these are the cleanup goals that were
devel oped for the Wrth Bel nont PCE Site. These are
based on both state maxi num contam nant |evels and EPA
levels. As you can see, the first colum shows the
name of the contam nant; the second was the maxi num
that we found in the groundwater and the third is our
goal , which neans that's what we want to get the
groundwater to or bel ow.

The next thing we did was | ook at the varying
technol ogi es for cleaning up groundwater. W knew
where the contam nation was and the |evels that were --

we were required to obtain and now we want to achi eve
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our goals. So, as you can see, we have a big variety.
We | ook at everything first and then determine if it
has even the slightest chance of working at the site
And as a result of the initial screenings, we had a
nunber of viable options that passed our initia
screeni ngs, anywhere fromjust putting it on the deed
to off-site disposal

Now, these were further screenings to
effectiveness, will it work on the contami nants that we
found at the sight? How easily can it be inplenmented
the availability of the equi pnent and the conpliance
with the various |l aws and regul ati ons and the cost of
it. Is it high, is it noderate or is it |ow conpared
to other simlar technol ogi es?

Based upon that, we cane up with four alternatives
for cleaning up the groundwater and achieving the
cl eanup goals. The first is called No Action and
know it's kind of hard to figure that's going to neet
our cleanup goals, but this is required under our
Nati onal Contingency Plan and that's -- what that woul d
be is the site would be left just as it is today with
no further EPA work. W would then be required to
conduct a review of the site every five years to
determine if the contaminants renaining on the site are

causing any additional risk to human health or the
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environment. As a result of this review, the EPA can
determine if additional site renediation is required

So the cost that you see there is just for us to
cone up once every five years and sanpl e approxi mately
thirty wells and prepare a report, and that woul d be
done over a thirty-year period. The cost is about four
hundred -- basically about $400,000. No, 291, 000.
read it wong.

The next alternative, or Alternative 2, is Linmted
Action and what that woul d be would be the deed
recordation. That means everybody who lives in the
area that had contam nated water, this will be recorded
on your deed, saying that you had contam nated water
under your property and if you installed the well on
that property, then contam nated water nay result.

This al so includes the periodic sanpling of thirty
well's over the next thirty years and, of course, the
five-year reviews, since the contam nants woul d be | eft
on site. And this would be about $400, 000.

Qur third alternative includes the groundwater
nmonitoring and the five-year reviews, but it also
i ncl udes connecting all hones, churches and busi nesses
inthe site area to the Gty of Belnont public water
services lines. These are people that are not

currently connected now. In addition, people would be
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given the option to obtain wellhead treatnent of their
private wells. This would be carbon filters would be
placed on the well to treat the water and filter out
contam nants before it got to your house

Oiginally, in your proposals, we had envisioned
payi ng for the upkeep of these filters and sanpling
them periodically and changing the filters out yearly.
This was proposed in the fact sheet that you had.
However, in a cleanup when we don't have a private
party paying for the cleanup, such as this one, the
Superfund has to pick up the tab for this and the State
of North Carolina will be required to take over the
upkeep of these wells after a year or so. So
therefore, it was decided that if you choose the
wel I head treatnment, EPA will naintain it for a year and
then after that, you would be required to take over the
nai nt enance of it and we have coated it out. The cost
for changing the filter, maintaining it and havi ng
sonebody cone out and check it will be about $1,000 a
year.

In the fourth alternative --

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:

Excuse ne.

MB. BENNETT:

-- or the third alternative will be about 3.1 --
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UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:
Excuse ne. To that per well?
V5. BENNETT:
Yes.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:
A thousand doll ars per year per well?
V5. BENNETT:
Ri ght.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:
Per indi vi dual ?
V5. BENNETT:
Per well.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:
The homeowner woul d have to pay that?
V5. BENNETT:
Per well, right.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:
For the homeowner?
V5. BENNETT:
Ri ght.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:
What happened, though, to the State?
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:

Yeah. Wat is --

* * * % % * *x *
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UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:
You nentioned the State would be required or woul d
pick that up --
V5. BENNETT:
vell, --
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:
-- after a year
V5. BENNETT:

Right. That -- that would be per our agreenent

with the State.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:
But the -- then why woul d the individual do that
and be responsible for it if the State did it?
V5. BENNETT:
Vell, | nean, -- let ne --
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:
Only through taxes, | know that.
V5. BENNETT:

Ckay. But let ne get through these alternatives
first and then when we open it up for questions, |'ll
explain it nore thoroughly.

The cost of the third alternative is about 3.1
mllion.

In the fourth alternative, we would include al

the provisions in the third alternati ve except that we
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woul d add groundwater treatnment and in this one, EPA
woul d attenpt to clean up the contam nation that you
see in these two photographs or these two shots. W
woul d propose a new technique called in-well vapor
stripping, which would cause air to strip the

contam nants fromthe groundwater and then that air
woul d be treated with a carbon filter. And, also, we
will include in-situ bioremediation, which would
enhance and speed up the degradation process al ready
happening in the aquifer. W are proposing that this
alternative would be carried out for ten years as
opposed to the thirty-year tinme frame of the other two.

Now, the EPA's preferred alternative, the one that
we are proposing tonight, is alternative 4, which
includes the city water connections, the optional
wel | head treatnent, the cleanup of the contam nated
groundwat er, along with the groundwater nonitoring and
the five-year reviews. This would be operational for
ten years and cost 4.6 mllion dollars.

Now, as Di ane said, we have a coment period until
Septenber 1st. W would like to hear fromyou and | et
us know what you think about the city water
connections, about the well head treatment, et cetera.

So that --

* * * K% * *x *x * *
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M. BARRETT:

Vell, let ne just say one thing, then. As you
make your comments, if you'll please give your nane so
the court reporter can get them because it's supposed
to be a verbatimtranscript of the neeting so we'll al
know who nmakes the comments. And if you want to
coment, please state your name. Thank you

BENNETT:
And if you -- you can stand up and -- so everybody
can hear your questions.
BARRETT:
There was a comment over here.
SM TH:

| don't really have nuch of a cooment. M nane is
Merle Smith. Those proposals, can there be a copy
given to each one here to study and to | ook at?

BARRETT:
Yes, sir. |In your fact sheet, there is a brief
wite-up of those.
BENNETT:
In the green.
BARRETT:
The green one there that you have?
SM TH:

The green one?
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V5. BARRETT:
Yeah, | ook through those. Here they are:
Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and 4.
MR SM TH

Ckay. Now, 4 is the one y'all are proposing;

right?
V5. BARRETT:
That is correct. But you'll have to look at it
with alternative 2 because it does include -- | nean,
3. It does include 3.
MR AUSTI N
M/ nanme is Randy Austin. |If you connected all the
people that are in the affected area to ground -- to

city water, how long would it take for this to
naturally clean itself up?
V5. BENNETT:

Vell, the level is what we call high, you know,
over 1,000 parts per nmillion or mcrograns per liter,
so |l -- | have no way of knowing. It would continue to
spread, so at the begi nning near Roper's, the
concentration woul d eventual ly get |ower, but
downstream as we see it noving further downstream
t hose peopl e woul d be affected.

MR AUSTI N

So while it's beginning to spread, it's also
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diluting itself?

MB. BENNETT:

Right; that's true

MR AUSTI N

So over what period of tine would it take for it
todilute itself down to a point where it'd reach
acceptable levels? | nean, y'all -- it sounds to ne
like y'all have junped to a conclusion to go out and
put in wells and filter the water and bring the | evels
down to nothing, but if | renenber ny biol ogy
correctly, it has to degrade over sone period of tine.
It's not like radiation that's going to last for a
mllion years, so with dilution and over tine it has to
degrade, but how long a period of time? And if you put
everybody on city water, it seens reasonable to nme that
if nobody's using that water for any hunman purpose,
potable water in particular, there shouldn't be a

probl em

MB. BENNETT:

Vell, the problemthere wouldn't be this
nei ghbor hood that we see right here. It would be the
next nei ghborhood further down and eventually, we'd
have to go over there and say, "Well, it cane from over
here and we put all those people on city water, so now

if you're continuing to use your private well, now



1 you're pulling that water toward you."

2 MR AUSTIN

3 But even if you do that, it's going to bee

4 considerably less than 4.6 mllion dollars. | nean

5 even though the EPA nmay be paying for this, that's

6 still our tax dollars. | mean, we're still paying for
7 it.

8 MS. BENNETT:
9 Wel |, no, Superfund is based on a tax of chem ca
10 and petrol eumindustries.

11 MR AUSTIN

12 | know what it is, but it's still comng from

13 fromour tax dollars. It's still comng fromtax

14 dol I ars somewhere. Sonebody's paying for this and the
15 general public somewhere is paying for this and it just
16 doesn't seemreasonabl e to spend that rmuch noney doi ng
17 it if, over tine, it's going to work itself out and you
18 just nove people to city water

19 MS. BENNETT:

20 Vell, that's one of the things we're doing, is

21 we're going to try this in-situ biorenediati on and what
22 that would be is that woul d hel p speed up that

23 degradation process. In that process, you put in

24 nitrogen and other nutrients that the m croorgani sns

25 use to eat this kind of contam nation up, so we woul d
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try to speed that process up. | mean, as you can see
our -- our levels that we need to get down to for
people to be able to drink this water are extrenely | ow
and if you |l ook at the nunbers that we have now, it
woul d take quite a bit of tine for those nunbers to get

down to acceptable |evels.

MR AUSTI N

Ckay. |1've looked at all the charts that you had
and what you had in 1991 and what's noved to 1995 and
1996. It doesn't |ook like the nmovenent is that
significant. 1t looks like you' d be able to calculate
where the plunme in going to go over the course of the
next ten, twenty or thirty years and what the cost
woul d be to convert all those people that woul d
eventual ly be affected into city water. Even if you do
that, it still seens like it'd be a |ot |ess expensive

than spending the 4.6 mllion dollars

MB. BENNETT:

Yeah, but one of the things you have to realize
our mssionis not only to protect human heal th, but
it's to protect the environnent as well. Qur first
mssionis to restore this groundwater to beneficial
usage. | nean, if everywhere we went we ended up
witing off the groundwater because it was

contam nated, you know, eventually we woul dn't have any
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safe drinking the water.
MR AUSTI N
But how long do you wite it off for? That's the
question that |'ve asked that hasn't been answered.
mean, how long would it take to clean itself up?
V5. BENNETT:
And I'msaying | don't know.
V5. BARRETT:
Vell, it could be hundreds of years as slow as
groundwat er does nove
V5. BENNETT:

We just don't know.

M5. BARRETT:
Well, to bring up one point, | just wanted to show
the difference. On the initial plume -- | don't know
if you can see that. It shows here on Magnolia and

Apricot, right in this area here, that was the origina
plume. So you can see the size there and then the way
it looks now, it's far beyond Apricot and on down here
So it's -- it has spread quite a bit.
MR AUSTI N
But what -- | guess the other point is what

levels, what's the detectible |evels? As the plunme
spreads, what's the detectible |evel out at the edge of

the plume and how nuch does it increase as it goes in?
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But, see, the drinking water standard here in
North Carolina is one. That's as |ow as we can detect
ona-- in alaboratory, so everywhere we find it, it's
above our standards. Like | said, in '91, we had
peopl e who didn't want to go on city water because
their wells were fine. Wen we cane back in '96, one
| ady had over 300 parts per billion in her well. She
didn't knowit; she was drinking it, and that's far
above our |evel of one that we want to get down to. So
you can say yes, it has decreased fromthe initial
15,000 that was found in '91, but would you want to be

the person drinking 300?

MR AUSTI N
That's not --
V5. BENNETT:
And the only way we can discover that is until it

actually gets in your well and you're drinking it. So

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:

Isn't it true that --

MR FOREMAN

M/ nanme is Allen Foreman and 1'd like to say that
as far as |I'mconcerned, clean water is one of the few

things that | would like to see exist in this country.
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W' ve contami nated so nmuch already that | don't want to
put a dollar value on cleaning up this water and who
knows what effects it has already bad and what it would
have in the future if we've done nothing

The second thing I'd like to say is that | noticed
in this area when they were doing the testing that they
did several wells on ny property and | had asked -- |
have a house that, at this tine, we even had a joint
wel | with the house next to us. The well was on the
other owner's property and | was trying to find out
about this sanpling and testing and never did. | did
have soneone to cone one tine to take a sanple fromthe
i nside of ny house, which they say could not be real
accurate or as accurate as fromthe well, but | never
heard any results of that, so | then -- | just tapped
onto the city nyself. The question being those people
-- | know of others that have done that out of fear
just not know ng what was going on. Are they going to
be rei nbursed for the expense that they incur

thensel ves is you choose alternate 3 or 4?

MB. BENNETT:

No; we have no provision for rei nbursenent. As
said, the alternative would include connecting those

who are not currently connected to city water

* % *x *x * % * %
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Ckay. The man who lives across the street from nme

was rei nbursed.

MB. BENNETT:

| don't --

MR FOREMAN

And | was told not to tap onto city water at that
tine due to the EPA was still doing work and | shoul d
wait and see and | waited about ninety nore days and
then | -- | went ahead and tapped on, and that's --
thats what | want to know. | know of another that has
tapped on and two others that wanted to, but we were
instructed to wait to see what the results were, but
have children at home and I -- | didn't want to just --
I don't want ny kids drinking this stuff.
BENNETT:
Can you cone up and talk to ne after the neeting?
FOREMAN:
Yes.
BENNETT:
Ckay.
THOVPSON:
M/ nanme in Debra Thonpson. | was wondering about
the side effects of people who drank this stuff from

what, '85 to now or '65, whenever it was done



1 Wiat are we supposed to do about anything that

2 cones up as far as health problens in the future? Are
3 we responsible for all this or can you contact or nake
4 the person who done it responsible for it or what are

5 we supposed to do when all this cancer-causing is --

6 we've all got it and our kids have got it? How |long

7 does it take for you to drink this stuff before you can
8 -- it starts harmng your heal th?

9 M. BENNETT:

10 Vel l, we have no way of knowing that. Wat we

11 | ook at are current conditions. W have docunents that
12 say what are the effects of these chem cals and, you

13 know, we can tal k about each individual one, but as far
14 as cumul ative effects or overall effects over time, we
15 don't have those kind of statistics. Al we can say is
16 whet her or not they -- it's a probabl e cancer-causi ng
17 agent or a possible cancer-causing chemcal. Doc, can
18 you -- can you help us out here fromthe health

19 depart nent ?

20 UN DENTI FI ED SPEAKER

21 Yeah; we had -- we had (inaudible) --
22 UN DENTI FI ED SPEAKER

23 Toxicology tells us that these are --
24 NMB. BENNETT:

25 Wiait. Can you state your nane?



1 MR HUNT:

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Boyce Hunt, environnental health admi nistrator
Toxicology tells us that these contam nants are
carcinogens. It depends on the person, depends on your
age, your weight, et cetera, a nunber of factors, the
whol e physi ol ogy of how nmuch you drink and what ot her
heal th defects you may have thrown in, so many factors
there's no way that | can tell you or | don't know of a
physi cian or a toxicol ogi st or anyone el se who coul d

answer that question.

MB. BENNETT:

As far as those responsible, this siteis a --
what we call a Fund B. W have no responsi ble parties
here, so all cleanup expenses will be paid by the EPA

and the State.

M. THOWVPSON

Ckay. |'ve got one other question. This proposa
nunber 2 about the deeds, that's going to deval ue our
land if we decide to sell because nobody's going to
want to buy contaminated land. |If you put this on our
deed, there's no point in us trying to sell. [|f you do
that proposal, howis it going to benefit us in any

way ?

MB. BENNETT:

Wi ch one, 27
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M. THOVPSON

Uh- huh. About putting it on our deed about being

connected -- our water being contam nated.
V5. BENNETT:
Vell, see, 2 wouldn't say that your |and was

contamnated; it would say that the groundwater beneath
your land is contam nated and, really, according to
real estate laws, if you are selling your house and you
know your groundwater is contam nated, you should tel
the potential buyer so they won't try to put in a

private well and then get contam nated water

M. THOVPSON

That's ny point. |If you tell themor if it's on
your deed, they're -- they're going to say, "Vell, |
don't want this property because the groundwater's
contamnated and | don't want any part of it," the same

reason we don't like it, because it's a health probl em

MB. BENNETT:

Right. Wll, that -- you know, we're going to --
the alternative that we're proposing here is going to
try to clean this up a lot faster that if it would

degrade on its own.

M. BARRETT:

And, of course, that wouldn't be a deed

recordation either. |If we're cleaning it up, it would



not be any kind of record on the deed because the
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But the fact of the matter would still be that the
groundwat er beneath your property is contam nated.
Sir, wait. This gentlenman behind you has been

trying to --

MR BLACKWELL:

M/ nanme is Eugene Bl ackwel|l and | was going to ask
isn't it true that all groundwater has sone
contamnation? That's the first question, and the
second one is are you telling us that the Bel nont
water, if we hook onto it, has |ess than one or one

cont am nati on?

MS. BENNETT
Well, to answer your first question, there are a
nunber of different things in -- in water, different

metal s and everything, but these kinds of chenicals
aren't naturally occurring, so we wouldn't expect to
see themin the groundwater. Different places we

sanpl ed, you know, they all contained those. A lot of
pl aces we always see al um numand iron and that kind of
stuff in the water, but everywhere you go you don't see
trichl oroethene or tetrachl oroet hene

And your second question was -- what was your
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second question?

MR BLACKWELL:

The Bel nont water, does it have any contanminant in

it, city water?

MB. BENNETT:

Vell, the city water, since it serves over twenty-
five people, is governed by a clean drinking water --
well, the State's Drinking Water Act, so yes, they have
to go by these standards. Their water is tested
periodically and they have to neet these standards, not

only these, but a lot of others.

MR BLACKWELL:

But do they neet the standards is the question?

(1 naudi bl e response by health departnent)

MB. BENNETT:

The health departnent is saying yes, they do. |If

they aren't, they're fined, so you would see it in your

MR BROOVE

tax dollars, | suppose

M/ nane's Larry Broonme. The -- you got -- it
doesn't look like you' ve got a handle onit, | don't
think. It don't make any difference what the price of

it is. Wter is our nost val uable resource and we
won't -- without water, we won't function anyway and

that thing's like a fire: if you're going to put it
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out, nowis the time to put it out, just don't keep
tal king about it and putting dollar marks on it. The
best thing is if you just want to clean the thing up
it's like a fire. |If you're going to put it out, put
it out and just don't let the thing keep on and on and
on.

I"'mnot in the habit of -- | don't worry about
nyself giving it to the neighbors, you know. | don't
care nothing about it spreading on down the line and
wor ki ng on sonebody else trying to get free with city
wat er, which probably city water's got enough chem cal s
in there to kill you anyway wi thout drinking out of a
river, but, you know, this, | think it's here and
think it ought to be addressed. | think it ought to be
cl eaned up.

| don't care -- the adm nistration spends nore
than that five mllion dollars. They waste that much
on airplane flights, so | don't care. | think we ought
to have it cleaned up. | nmean, that -- that's ny
opinion and | don't speak for anyone else, but it's
there, clean it up. | don't see no sense in talking
about it. It's there and it's groning. 1'mgoing to
die anyway. | don't care enough about leaving it to
sonebody else. | nean, I'd just do it and -- but it's

on our property, but I'dlike -- 1'd like to have it
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cleaned up. | don't care if it costs ne nore in taxes.

I mean, they're going to tax ne to death anyway.

M. BARRETT:

Thank you

MR PERKINS:

M/ nanme is George Perkins. | don't live in this
comunity, but I'ma representative of Centerview
Bapti st Church which is right down the street at the
end of School Street. Wthin seventy-five or 100
yards, there's con- -- and our water's not
contam nated, but within seventy-five or 100 yards on
each side or all around the church, the water is
cont am nat ed

WIIl our water eventually becone contam nated and
what's the chances that it will be? W paid $60.00 a
quart to get our water tested and so far, it has not
been contam nated, but, actually, ny question is wll

it eventually becone contam nated?

MB. BENNETT:

You're at the corner? Do you know where that

location --

MR PERKINS:

No, down at the end of School Street, just a

couple of tenths of a nmile down here

* * * % % * *x *
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THOVPSON:
Ri ght at ny house, Gezelle, the church at ny
house.
BENNETT:
Ckay.
BARRETT:
Yeah, the corner
BENNETT:

Vell, it depends on how deep your well is. As we
showed you, the shallow water, which is | ess than
thirty-five feet, that's a real localized area as far
as the groundwater contamination, but if it's deeper
than thirty-five feet, yes, it will eventually get

there

MR AUSTI N

Randy Austin, again. |f you decide to go with

proposal 4, when will you begin?

MB. BENNETT:

Vell, this site has to be placed on the Nationa
Priorities List to receive fund noney since we don't
have a potentially responsible party. W would have to
do a renedi al design, which would | ook into the -- what
we call the probability, the treatability of these
different alternatives, so we could be | ooking at

probably about three years before we start.
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MR AUSTI N
Ckay. The other thing that you nentioned was that

the EPA, according to the Superfund, would corme in and
put the wellheads in and the filters and then after a
year, then we woul d be responsi ble to change the
filters. Does the State pay for that or do we pay for
t hat ?

V5. BENNETT:

Vell, after a year, you woul d be responsible for
paying it. W start it up, make sure it is functioning
properly, have sonebody cone out and nake sure, after a
while, it was continuously functioning properly, but
after then, if you want the treatnent on your well,
yes, you woul d have to be responsible for naintaining
it. That's why we are enphasizing that we want all --
the -- that whole, entire area, churches, hones,
busi nesses, connected to city water because that way we
know you're drinking safe water. W don't have to
worry about you maintaining your filter, you forgetting
about it, you can't afford it or whatever. That way,
you'd have city water and we know your water wll be
safe.

MR AUSTI N
How much is this plume going to spread in three

years?
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MB. BENNETT:

Vell, | don't knowthat. It has spread fromright
there -- fromthe shopping center to where it is now
from'91 to '97, over the last six years, so | don't

know.

MB. CRAMER

M/ nane is Dot Craner. |'ma resident on ny nonis
property on O Daniel Street where you have a test well
and you tested the shallow end and then you tested the
deeper well and at first we thought it was really bad
contam nated and we -- nobody drank the water. W'd
carry water and use bottled water and then we got a
letter saying it wasn't too bad; it wasn't to a point
where it would be safe but to keep checking it.

M/ question in we're anxious not to drink the
wat er anyway since it's already been said it was and

nowit is not or nay be safe, but how long would it be

before we'd -- we'd be connected to the city water?
V5. BENNETT:
Vll, as | told that gentleman there, we have a

nunber of steps we have to do before we actually start

the cl eanup process.

MB. CRAMER

Does that include the connections?

* * % % % *x * * *
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MB. BENNETT:

Yeah. That would be one of the first things we

di d.
M5. CRAMER
Three years?
V5. BENNETT:

W could do that before we did anything el se, but
we will periodically come back and sanpl e sone of the
private wells in the neantine. W would definitely do

that within this three-year period.

MS. CRAMER

W' re concerned about it because we have renta
houses there and our renters, we feel responsible for

t hem

MB. BENNETT:

Right. That's one of the reasons why we went
ahead and started this investigation. Nornmally, we
wait until the site gets on the National Priorities
Li st before we even start the investigation, but our
on-scene coordinator, who worked closely with Doc,
recommended that we go ahead and start this

investigation, so we did that earlier than nornal

MR SMTH

Merle Smith again. Not being able to see the nap

too well there, howis this thing spreading on Wodl awn
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Street now? Site Ais right here and the water wl

run out here and that's on Wodl awn and | |ive just

down here fromthe cenetery. Now, how far is this
getting --
BENNETT:

Yeah, but we --

SM TH

It seens like it's going that way according to ny

BENNETT:

Vell, that's the way groundwater is flow ng;
however, we did test one private well over there
Roper's son has a well over there and they use --

SM TH:

W share the sane well.
BENNETT:

About 500 feet deep.
SM TH:

Yeah.
BENNETT:

And the only explanation we have is that, you
know, fromthe punping of that well, that it has
sonehow hit a fracture down there that was contam
that was connected with the water underneath the d

cleaners and it had just pulled it over that way,

nat ed

ry

but
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that area will be included in the city water
connecti ons.
HAAS

M/ narme is Jimmy Haas. On this cleanup that is
nunber 4, what will be done with the water that y'al
strip in the carbon filters? WII it gointo the city

sewer ?

MB. BENNETT:

No; that's one of the unique things about this new

treatnment technology. It constantly recycles the water
so the water never cones up out of the ground. It
continuously cleans it, so it -- the only thing that

cones up is the air and the air is treated with a

carbon filter

MR HAAS:

That's different fromthe Jack Hughes?

MB. BENNETT:

Right. 1In the Jack Hughes site they are actually
pulling the water out of the groundwater -- out of the
ground and then treating it and then putting it into
the publicly owned treatnment water for the sewer
system right. But we aren't proposing that here and
one of the main reasons we aren't is because this is a
-- nore of a residential community. W don't have a

big block of land Iike they do and so | don't know if
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you have been by there. They have a big treatnent
tower that they have and we don't want to just put one
of those in sonebody's back yard so --

HAAS

That's why | was wondering if it was going to be
simlar to that. | knowwth that site over there, it
takes up a good bit of room

BENNETT:

Right. Yes; we were trying to |l ook for
alternatives where we woul d be the | east intrusive on
t he nei ghborhood and al so cl ean up the groundwater.

TOVBON:

M/ nanme is Jolee Tonson. Qur house is on Site B
and do you feel like that since we're on city water
that that takes care of all the risks, just putting you
on city water and right now the risks are gone?

BENNETT:

Right. That would be your only risk. W didn't
find any contam nation in the soil on your property, so
just so long as you don't put in a private well and
drink the water, then you're fine.

ROBI NSON:

M/ nanme in Elliot Robinson. | have two questions.

I'"l'l ask one and then the other. Wat happens if the

-- toward the end of the ten-year period you find



1 you' re not reaching your goals as you might wish? Is
2 there a re-eval uati on done?

3 M5, BENNETT:

4 Vell, as | said, we have what we call five-year

5 reviews. After every five years, we | ook at the renedy
6 and we evaluate it to see if it's continuing what it's
7 supposed to do and if it's not, yes, we will evaluate

8 after five years and after ten years and if that cones
9 up, then we'll have to | ook at sonething el se or, you
10 know, just re-evaluate the whole thing

11 MR ROBI NSO\

12 The other question is in the mddle of the

13 process, if sone new technol ogy becones available, is
14 it possible to introduce that to the site rather than
15 what you say you're going to do in the begi nning?

16 M. BENNETT:

17 Vell, it would have to be pretty radical and a

18 whol e | ot better than what we're doing for us to switch
19 in the mddle of the project.

20 Does anybody el se have any ot her questions?

21 M5, BARRETT:

22 I want -- | just want to ask the audi ence one
23 thing. Are -- do you nost of you understand how
24 groundwat er flows, how it noves or anything |ike that?

25 Because a lot of tines in the -- when we go to the
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site, they don't. People think it's a river.

Vell, | don't knowif you can see this or not, but
it shows how groundwater -- groundwater flows like this
down here. Goundwater flows in all these cracks |ike
this right there. It can cone fromthe rain or
what ever gets on the soil surface | eaches down, okay,
| each or percolate down, and it goes in these cracks
and it flows through these cracks and to answer your
question awhile ago about the depth of your well, all
right. See this well. This is 500 feet and if the
contamnation's up here and your well draws fromthis
depth, it really wouldn't have contamination fromthis
spot. It could fromsonething else flowing this way,
but not from say, this site. But what Gezelle was
saying is that the contamnation fromthe site m ght
have gotten down in these cracks, cone on down and
gotten down there in that one | ocation.

So that's kind of how groundwater flows. It flows
through these cracks right here and it -- and that's
why | said, in answer to your question a little bit
earlier, it does flowrather slowy because it's going

through these little cracks.

MB. BENNETT:

It seeps.

25 NMB. BARRETT:
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Yeah.
V5. BENNETT:
That's called fractures
V5. BARRETT:
Right, fractures. Fractures. But that's howit
flows and, then, too, it shows different wells. Thi s
would be like a city well there and this would be Iike
a citizen's well with nore shallow surfaces here and
then, too, alot of tines it flows into a water body so
here it shows water coming to this water body and water
coming to this -- | nean, the groundwater noving into
this water body so that kind of hel ps maybe, | hope, to
give you a little bit of understanding about the
groundwat er itself, about how it noves and fl ows.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:
The rivers and the -- like, the South Fork River
and all is polluting the ground as nmuch as this is.
V5. BARRETT:
Vell, whatever is -- say --
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:
Goi ng through the ground.
V5. BARRETT:
Yeah. Watever in here will eventually nove
toward a najor water body 'cause it's being drawn that

way, but, too, like, -- and one things that was brought
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up, if all of these wells, say, in this area stop
punping, but if this guy over here is still punping,
wel |, he can draw contanination toward hi m because he's
punpi ng when everybody el se has stopped. He would have
a greater pull on water comng to him to his well.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:
So if somebody, say, ten houses on up above you is

on city water and you're not, you done sucked all the

contami nati on down the well. Do you --
V5. BARRETT:
You're going to pull it to you faster because

with, say, 100 wells pulling, all right, you're al
pulling at a certain rate, but then 99 stop and one's

pulling, then it's bypassing all these others to that

one.
V5. BENNETT:
That's how we think that the groundwater got where
it is today because so many people were -- in that

i medi ate area were put on city water and they cl osed
down their wells and those people further out were
still punping.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:
Wio paid for that?
V5. BENNETT:

EPA di d.
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UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:

Vel |, why would they not be responsible for these

other people that's here that's got wells now?
V5. BENNETT:

Vll, I"'mgoing to talk to himafter the neeting
about that, but generally, what we do is we have to
look at the current risks right now and, currently,
he's not at risk and he's on city water.

MR FOREVAN
It cost me $1,000 not to get that way.
M5. PARKER

M/ nane's Kay Parker. Wasn't they given the
choice to get on the city water or keep their well
wat er ?

V5. BENNETT:

Sorre people were and | think we had seven who
chose not to connect to city water back in '91. But
this time, we don't want anybody to opt not to because
we mght not be back, so it would --

MR PAYSEUR

Ckay. | -- I'mWIIlie Payseur and when | found
out the well was contami nated, when they dug in with
city water, | hooked up and cut ny well off, but nobody
-- it's 325 feet deep and nobody has ever cone out and

checked it and how can you put nmine on it, on the deed



1 that it's contam nated if nobody's never checked it?

2 MB. BENNETT:

3 Vll, the only thing that we're saying is if we
4 chose Alternative 2, then the whole area woul d be put
5 on it because if it either has it or nmay have the

6 potential to have it.

7 MR PAYSEUR

8 And before that, ny water had been fine, 'course |
9 haven't had it checked since then.

10 MS. BARRETT:

11 Wiat is your name, sir? The court reporter didn't
12 get it.

13 MR PAYSEUR

14 WIllie Payseur.

15 MS. BARRETT:

16 Thank you.

17 MR PAYSEUR

18 201 School Street.

19 MR SMTH

20 Excuse ne. Merle Smith. Let's just clarify one
21 thing here, though. Y all are not proposing

22 alternative nunber 2. Y all are proposing alternative
23 nunber 4, --

24 NMB. BENNETT:

25 Ri ght.
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SM TH:

So we need to get the deeds off our m nds.
BENNETT:

Ri ght.

SM TH:

'Cause that's not what you're proposing.
BENNETT:

Well, that's not what we're proposing, but we do
open this up for public comment. Like, if all of you
said that, "No; we don't want to be connected to city
water. W don't want any of that stuff. Just |eave
the site as it is,” well, | don't knowif we could
|l eave the site as it is, but --

SM TH:

Vell, | don't feel that anyone in here is wanting
proposal nunber 2, you know.
BARRETT:

But when we cone for a proposal neeting, we have
to put all of themon the floor for your consideration.
BENNETT:

Ri ght.

GADDI S:

I'mMles Gaddis. The last tine that dry cleaners

was used was in '75?

* * * % % * *x *



1 M5, BENNETT:
2 Ri ght.

3 MR GADD S

4 And in '91 they found contam nation and from'91
5 to '97 it has spread a whole lot. Well, what happened
6 in those twenty-two years? It just stayed in one

7 pl ace?

8 M5, BENNETT:

9 Vell, but the thing about it is is when the dry
10 cl eaner disposed of it, he disposed it on the ground
11 so it had to have tinme to seep through ground to the
12 groundwat er and then start noving, so if he woul d have
13 had a well and he'd injected it right into the well,
14 right into the groundwater, you probably woul d have
15 seen it a whole lot faster

16 MR GADD S

17 Vell, what it did, in twenty-two years, you know,
18 it hadn't noved very far, you know, and then all at
19 once it started flowing a lot. | just wondered about
20 t hat .

21 MS. BENNETT:

22 Yeah. There's a | ot about groundwater that we
23 don't know.

24 NB. MEHAFFEY:

25 M/ nanme is Edna Mehaffey. 1'mjust wondering,
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will you do each well, punp it out and clean it or do

you do a site and it cleans up the wells in this area?

MB. BENNETT:

Say that agai n?

M. MEHAFFEY:

Do you go to each well and clean it or do you
clean, like, a well and the next -- the houses around

that area will be okay? Do you know?

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:

On your cleanup --
BENNETT:
W woul dn't use the private wells. W would cone

in and put in what we call sone treatment wells for the

MVEHAFFEY:
Ch, you don't ness with our wells? Ckay.
BENNETT:
W coul dn't use your well.
MVEHAFFEY:
Ckay. Ckay.
BENNETT:

In fact, we would close your well up probably.

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:

(1 naudi bl e).

* % *x *x * % * %
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V5. MEHAFFEY:

| didn't know if you went down in our wells or,

you know, how it --
V5. BENNETT:

That's right. And each well would have a -- what
we call a cone of influence. It would influence water
within so many feet around it and so that's part of the
design. W would have to find out exactly how nany of

those we would have to put in to clean up this entire

M5. BARRETT:

Vll, it's a good question.
V5. BENNETT:

Yeah.
M5. BARRETT:

You think you know about wells (inaudible)
(Many people in the audi ence tal king at once)
MR FOREVAN:
I've read in the fact sheet, it seens to ne like |

read in there sonething about a septic tank in Site A

V5. BENNETT:
Ri ght.
MR FOREMAN:

-- that was never found.
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MB. BENNETT:

Vell, we could --
MR FOREMAN:
It could possibly still be seeping these poisons

or contamnants into the water. Wat will be done to

find that septic tank or can it be found?

MB. BENNETT:

Vell, |

don't know. | nean, the State cane out in

'91 and | ooked for it and didn't find it. W cane out

in'96 and early '97 and couldn't find it and you saw

the plot there that showed all the different soi

sanples that we took. W didn't find any of the

organics in the soil

MR FOREMAN

Vell, |

think what | was after when | -- in your

cl eanup sites you were predicting days when this stuff

could start to be cleaned up and if you chose

Alternative 4 and you were going to clean this water

and that septic tank is still out there and it's stil

punpi ng contamnants in, is that not going to delay the

process?

MB. BENNETT:

It would, but we don't believe that's the case

because the contam nati on | evel s have gone down since

'91.

Li ke |

said, you know, sone of those they had
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found in '91 were 15,000. Now the highest that we've
found was 3500, so like | told that gentleman, they're
goi ng down but not nearly fast enough to say that it
will eventually clean itself up within our lifetinme

anyway.

MB. GALLOWMAY:

It's only after we get through the cl eanup process
that we'll be able to go back to using our wells or do

we have to stay on city water?

MB. BENNETT:

Vll, that's a hard question. W wouldn't want
anybody to use their well until we got back down to
those | evels that we showed you, which are our cleanup
goals, and so | guess if and when you got down there
and you nade the determination that the water was safe
then you could probably put in another city -- | nean,

put in another private well.

MB. GALLOWAY:

But what woul d happen if, like he said about this
septic tank, if we went back on our wells and it got
contam nated again? Wuld we just have to do all this

over again or --

MB. BENNETT:

No; we would nonitor -- we are going to be

nmonitoring the groundwater to nake sure the levels are
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going down, so -- and like | said, we wouldn't

recommend that anybody put in a new private well or use
their old private well until we determne that the
water was safe to drink, and that nmay or may not
happen. W don't know.
BARRETT:

Wiat was your nane? Excuse ne.
GALLOMAY:

Julie Gall oway.
BARRETT:

Julie. Thank you.
GADDI S:

Mles Gddis again. |f your well has been checked

and your water is good, would it be all right to water

your lawn and all with it?
BENNETT:

Vel l, you know, you and | tal ked about that
bef ore.
GADDI S:

Yes.
BENNETT:

That's one of those things where if we put
everybody on city water and you are the only well

that's punping in the whole area, --

* * * % * * %
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MR GADDI S
That could pull it toit.
V5. BENNETT:

Yeah. But, like | said, now, our toxicologists
have said that the volatiles don't uptake into the
veget abl es and things, but, then, you would be spraying
that water and volatiles would be in the air

MR GADDI S
You know, when | used to water ny garden and yard
you know, with ny well water, it grows beautiful, but
this city water | got, it dies.
V5. BENNETT:

Well, | don't know. | mean, you were one of the
people | had in mnd when we tal ked about doing the
wel | head treatment and putting the carbon on the wells
and everyt hi ng.

MR GADDI S
Yes; uh- huh.
V5. BENNETT:

So | don't knowif you want to | ook at nmintaining
a filter or if you can find sonebody to keep it in
operation.

(i naudi bl e comrents fromthe audi ence.)
MR GADDI S

You can buy a lot of city water for that.
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MR PERKI NS

George Perkins again, the representative from
Centerview Last year they cane down and asked
permssion -- | assune it was the EPA -- cane down and
asked permission to dig two wells on our church
property, on sone property that we had -- not adjoining
the church property, but the church owns across the
street over there on Centerview Street and they dug two
wells and they told ne that they would send nme a copy
or a report of what they found, but they never did.

Can you tell ne how deep they went and the
findi ngs they found and --

BENNETT:
| surely could. Cone up to ne and talk to nme
after this.
PERKI NS
Ckay.
BENNETT:
Al right. W sent out letters, though
PERKI NS

VW didn't get one, to ny know edge. If we did, it

didn't get to ny hands. |'mnot saying we didn't get
one. I'msaying | didn't get it.
BENNETT:

Ckay.
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MR BLACKWELL:

They dug a well here -- this is Gene Bl ackwel |.
They dug a well here on the school property back about
four or five years ago. Wuat was the result? Wat did
they find?

BENNETT:

They dug a well on --
BLACKWELL:

They drilled a well; they drilled a well.
BENNETT:

I was one well drilled on the school property and

it was a deep well --
BLACKWELL:
Yes.
BENNETT:
-- and contam nation was not found in it.
BARRETT:
Any ot her questions?
BENNETT:

Vell, | want to enphasize, like | said, we would
like for all people to be connected to city water who
are not currently connected to it, and in that regard
that well survey that we have is really inportant.
W' || be com ng back around and doi ng another one to

update that, but, like, we have a lot of themthat are
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unknown, you know, or sone that say they're on city
wat er which nay not be on city water and so i f sonebody
cones around and asks you, please nake sure that you
respond so we'll know exactly who needs to be
connect ed.

M5, TOVBON:

Jol ee Tonson. |s your proposal that you're going
to -- be based on our comments tonight totally or who
will nmake the final decision on what proposal that gets
chosen?

V5. BENNETT:
Well, EPA jointly with the State, nmkes the
final, but we always present it to the public. W

don't want to shove anything down anybody's throat, so

any comments that people have, we'll definitely listen
to them
M5, TOVBON:
Well, | say clean it up whatever the cost.
V5. BARRETT:

And not just tonight 'cause there's a coment
peri od whi ch ends Septenber the 12th, so you can wite
your coments in.

MR PERKI NS
So what you're saying in we won't know until

Sept enber the 12th what you plan to do up there?



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

BENNETT:

No; it'll be after that. That's when the commrent
peri od cl oses.
PERKI NS

Ckay. That's -- okay. And how |long after the
12th will we know what you decide -- what you have
deci ded to do?

BENNETT:

It'Il be about a nonth or so after that and D ane
usual | y puts out another fact sheet that says what the
final or what we call the Record of Decision was that
has been signed by an official EPA which will give our
posi tion (inaudible)

BARRETT:
Un- huh.
PERKI NS

And every resident and every business and every
church will get a copy or a notification of what you
plan to do?

BARRETT:

Wio is on the mailing list will get a copy, --
PERKI NS

Ckay.

BARRETT:

-- but I will also put a notice in the paper.
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don't knowif y'all sawthe ads | put in the paper --
(Affirmative comments fromthe audi ence.)
V5. BARRETT:
Ckay. GCkay. So that's one -- another way. | put
it in the paper also
MR BROOMVE
Wiy does it take so long to get going?
M5. BARRETT:
Vell, --
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:
Bur eaucr acy.
M5. BARRETT:

-- you got to draw up all kinds of plans. It's
just like when you're going to build a building, if
you're going to build a house, you've got to have al
ki nds of blueprints, you got to -- you know, you got to
account for your -- your foundation, concrete, pipes
wires, everything that's invol ved.

(1 naudi bl e comrents fromthe audi ence.)
MR BROOMVE

Vell, | guess what I'mtrying to say is, you know,
there ain't no (inaudible) been found in all these
years and they're still getting in here?

V5. BENNETT:

Vell, what the -- the main thing on this site is
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the National Priorities List. | mean, if we had a
responsi bl e party who was ready to gear up and go with
this, we could go ahead and the very first thing we'd
do is get everybody on city water. But because this
noney i s com ng through, you know, governnent, through
the Superfund, then it has to be on the National
Priorities List. That takes time and then after that,
we can start.
BARRETT:

Vel |, one thing, too, EPA was just brought into
this situation in 1995 so we just really started.
BROOVE:

Ckay.
BLACKWELL:

The EPA checked the well, now, at the church nuch
earlier than that.
BENNETT:

Vel |, the energency people came out in '91; right.
BARRETT:

Yeah. The energency response team --
BLACKWELL:

You said the well they drilled on the school
property was deep. Wuat do you nean by deep? How deep

was the well?

* % *x *x * % * %
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BENNETT:

It went into the bedrock. | show the bedrock

vari es anywhere between thirty-five to over 100 feet

deep.
BARRETT:

W' ve gone fromthe surface down.
BLACKWELL:

But you don't know how deep they went?

BARRETT:

| -- 1 don't know. There should -- there's a

record, somewhere. Doc, do you have any idea how deep

the school well was?
THOVPSON:
(Nods head affirnatively)
BARRETT:
You' re shaki ng your head yes. How --

THOWPSON:

I''m Doc Thonpson, Gaston County Heal th Departnent.

W -- there in a record of the wells in the reports. |
don't have any idea how deep the well is. | do know,
like you said, it's a deep well. Wien they refer to

deep wells, they refer to all eged bedrock.

Any tine

you go into bedrock, it's referred to as a deep well

Wien you refer to a surface well, that's a sanple,

a bored well, which in a very shallow well,

but you

l'ike
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don't extend into the bedrock

by a deep wel |,

so that's what we nean

is that it was extended to the | eve

of

bedrock, whether it's thirty-five feet or whether it's

500 feet. That's considered what we call

a deep wel |

because they extend past the sapolite area into the

bedrock area

M. BARRETT:

But there are records that woul d show the depth

W just, off the top of our heads,

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:

Vell, | had a bored well

feet deep. It didn't go into the rocks.

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:

That's right. It was a bored well.

penetrate rock with no bore.

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:

Vell, they went down a 100 foot

mne and 225 foot and it's bedrock.

M. BARRETT:

D d you have a question? You have raised your --

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:

don't know.

that was about seventy

You can't

intheirs --

in

I'mgoing to catch you after the neeting with mne

‘cause it's --

people's tine.

don't want to take up all

* % *x * % % * %
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BARRETT:
Any ot her questions? Good questions. Good
questi ons.
BENNETT:
W appreciate the turnout.
BARRETT:
It's really good
BENNETT:

Like | said, we would like to hear fromyou. Al

of these will be recorded. It will then -- we will
then prepare a -- prepare a responsiveness summary that
has all of your comments into it. Init we will have

responses to those conments.

M. BARRETT:

And it will all be put in the repository.

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:

I was just starting to ask. Al of this

information is at the library?

M. BARRETT:

That we're tal king about tonight, yes, ma'am it
in. It's -- when you go in the Bel nont branch, when
you wal k in the door there beside the desk, it's
straight back on the top shelf onthe -- awall. It's
about seven volumes and they're three-ring, white

not ebooks, but they're there
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MB. BENNETT:

Vell, we'll be around after the neeting if you

want to cone up and speak with us or ask any questi ons.

MS. BARRETT:

Thank you very much and good ni ght.

( WHEREUPON,

the neeting was concluded at 8:25 P.M)

* * * % % * *x *
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Wayne McDevitt, Secretary
WIlliamL. Meyer, Director
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Ms. G ezelle Bennett

Super fund Branch, Waste Managenent Division
US EPA Region |V

61 Forsyth Street, 11th Fl oor

Atlanta, Ceorgia 30303

RE: Condi tional State Concurrence with the
Sept enber 1997 Record of Deci sion
North Bel nont PCE Site
North Bel nont, Gaston County, NC

Dear Ms. Bennett

The North Carolina Superfund Section has received and revi ewed the attached Record of
Deci sion (ROD) for the North Bel nont PCE Site and concurs with the sel ected renedy subject to

the follow ng conditions:

1. CQur concurrence on this ROD and of the selected renedies for the site is based solely
on the infornation contained in the attached ROD and to the conditions fisted here.
Shoul d we receive additional information that significantly affects the concl usions or
remedi es contained in the ROD, we may nodify or withdraw this concurrence with

witten notice to EPA Region IV.

2. Qur concurrence on this RODin no way binds the State to concur in future decisions
or commits the State to participate, financially or otherwi se, in the cleanup of the
Site. The State reserves the right to review, coment, and neke independent assessnents

of a future work relating to this Site.

P.O Box 29603, Raleigh, North Carolina 27611-9603

Tel ephone 919- 733- 4996
FAX 919- 715- 3605
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3. If, after renediation is conplete, the total residual risk | evel exceeds 10 -6, the
State nmay require deed recordation/restriction to docunent the presence of residual
contam nation and possibly limt future use of the property as specified in NCGS
130A- 310. 8.

4. A typographical error was found in the first sentence of paragraph 4 of page 12-1
of the ROD and shoul d be corrected as follows: "Therefore, the remedy will include
installation and nonitoring of the carbon unit for one (1) year with a replacenent unit
to be installed at the end of the first year."

W appreciate the opportunity to comment on this docunment and | ook forward to conti nuing
to work with the EPA to renediate this Site.
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At t achment
cc: Philip Vorsatz

Jack Butler w o attachnent
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